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Gravel Mining
Guts Streams
By Barb Meyer

Every citizen of Arkansas, and
certainly Ozark Socicty members,
should rally to the cause and save

- Arkansas’ designated “Extraordinary

Resource Water Bodies” {rivers and
lukes) from the ravages of in-stream
and strcam bed sand and gravel
mining.

Gravel mining in streams has
gonce on for generations in Arkansas.
It has been perceived asa cheap,
rcadily available source of aggregrate
{or fill, road surfaces and readi-mix.
L.ike so many things, scientific
knowledge and expericnce has proved
our old practices to be harmful.

Those taking gravel from
Arkansas’ extraordinary resource
streams are operating under a dual
illusion as to the bargain cost of
stream aggregates and its harmless
cffect on streams. In reality, not only
is gravel mined or quarried from
sources other than streams available at

Continued on page 6
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Winter unveils the hidden beauty of Arkansas, like the visias available from Kings
Bluffin the drainage of the llinois Bayou, Ozark National Forest. — photo by

Neil Compton.

Dues,are DUE!

Ozark Society dues for 1995
arc now due, and we need your
continued help and support to

_combat the threat of gravel mining’
_to our extraordinary resource water
_bodies and to protect other placcs
‘natural and wild. Please fill out the
_renewal form in this issue and
“retumn ic with your dues check, as:
soon as possible, to the Ozark
Socicty, I O. Box 2914, thtlc.
Rock, AR 72203.

Scotland finale anyone?

Tom McRae is putting
together one final June hiking trip to
Scotland on behalf of the Ozurk
Society Foundation for a maximum
of ten people. If you are interested in
going, you must contact him before
mid-January. Plans are to spend a
week in the wild and rugged Western
Highlands with crossings to the Isle
of Skye. Lodging will be in a remote,
picturesque botel with a view of the
sea and Hebrides (fishing rights
included for angler's interested).

They will then return to their old
haunts in the Cairngorm Mount.ains.
Departure will be approxinuteh
June 8, returning two weeks later. The
trip cost from Little Rock and retumn
will be from $2,900 o $3,100,
including airfare, room, all land
transportition, puides, and some
cvening entertinnment. Room quotes
are double occupancy. Contact
McRace at 3230 Qzark, Little Rock,
AR 72205, (501) 666-0020. Updates

will be sent only to those interested.
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Continued from page 1

cheaper or nearly the same cost, the
in-stream gravel mining process is
literally killing our most precious
resources. The scientific community
has well-documented proof of the
Jestruction imposed by the stream
dynamics and once pointed out to the
lay person, the damage is obvious.

In an exhaustive work on the
harms of in-stream gravel mining, Dr.
Art Brown, University of Arkansas at
Fayetteville, points out that normal
distribution of the bedload of a stream
results in riffles occurring every five to
seven bank full stream widths. Once
the bedload has been mined, resulting
in holes or pits, it causcs the stream to
crode itself upstream. Either the
streambed or banks are then dislodged
to create a new supply of fill and
aggrepate to help restabilze bedload
balance. In bricf, the river naturally
tends to heal its wounds.

Hydrologist Steve Gough
brought a model to Ackinsis to
Jdemonstrate stream dynamics. Gough
showed how stream banks collapse.
He illustrated how depaosits of
sediment from the original mining, as
well s from upstream generation of
bedload, chokes and embeds the
natural stream bottom so that hiding
and breeding places for insects are
destroyed. This breaks o vitl link in
the food chain. No inscees. No fish.

That means no smallmouth bass
or rock bass to attack the angler's lure
with bronzed fury. Fisheries biologists
and sportsmen alike give testimony to
the decline of smallmouth bass and
other game fish specices in our streams
where in-stresun gravel mining takes
place. Beautiful gravel bar campsites
arc destroyed. Once clear decp pools
and shimering rapids are .
transformed inte shallow, turbid flats.
In places, eanocing and boating are
impossible.

Fisherman or not, you know the
cost to Arkansas each year is great
from the loss of revenues from fishing
license sales, baits, guide services,
lodging, fuod and supplics, and many
other servicus tourists require. Such
seasonal tourist-uriented service
indusiry jobs in rural Arkansas — in
communitics far from the interstates
— allow thousands of our citizens to
work near home or supplement
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farming, manufacturing and other
incomes. When it comes to jobs, far
more jobs will be lost becausc of
gravel mining that will be created by
it.

For example, the Texas
Smallmouth Bass Club no longer
comes to Arkansas, and has notificd
our state government as such. Why?
Because nationally famous Crooked
Creck, Number Onc on the Arkansas
Gamc and Fish Commiission's list of
“Major smallmouth bass streams of
Arkansas,” is being systematically
destroyed by in-stream gravel mining.
Crooked Creck should have bheen
accorded “Extraordinary Resource”
designation years ago. The
approximatcly 90-milc long stream,
which has baffled fisheries biologists
for years because of its proclivity for
producing trophy smallmouth buss, is
now up for ERWB designation in an
attempt to save it from further
damage. It currently has 45 gravel
mining operations on it, and the
DPCG&E recently turned down a
permit request by one operator 1o
remove 400,000 cubic yards of gravel
from the stream.

Fishing Resort Owner Jim
Gaston of Lakeview, a commissioner
of Arkansas State I"arks estimates
that Crooked Creek will be “dead” in
three years if gravel mining isn't
stopped NOW! Other area business
leaders are also growing concerned
over the impact of decreased tourism
on local economics.

The Arkansas landscape shows
clear evidence of streambank crosion
and loss of valuable alluvial crop and
pasture land. The agricultural
community is not happy. Neither are
those who believe there is nothing
greater than simply messing about in
boats on clear mountain streams.
Their favorite streams are less
floatable and for shorter periods of
time throughout the year. Disruption
to normal streamflow imposed by in-
stream mining causes streams to be
shallower and wider, having a
negative impact on flat water and

-white water paddling. Canocists and

float-campers spend money locally
too. Paddlers should not be reduced to
rising and falling waters associated
with storin events, which, by their
nature, posc a safety threat.

It scems in-stream gravel mining
ruins all phases of enjoyment of a free-

flowing waterway. And why! For
what! e

In 1969, a county-by-county
survey of the mineral resources of
Arkansas (Bulletin 645 in 1969) was
made of available to all citizens. It
revealed that sand and gravel is in
abundant supply in Arkansas. Calls
made to gravel supplicrs throughout
Arkansas during the last week of
November, 1994, confirmed the
abundance of the resource and reveal
prices which indicate no savings in
prices of in-stream versus out-of -
stream mined or quarried gravel. In
fact, stream gravel is
disproportionately higher in cost in
some portions of the state.

Further, strcam or creck gravel
from certain parts of the state is not
recommended for certain uses, cven
road bed, according 10 the Arkansas
Geological Commission which reports
that creck gravel used in a road bed
near Fort Smith resulted in a flandslide.
The Geolopical Commission and
Arkansas Readi-Mix Association also
discourages usc of aggregates from
north Arkansas. The creck gravels are
unsatisfactory for readi-mix beciuse of
chert content. Chert chips out of
concrete, leaving sidewalks, drives,
foundations, and other poured
structures wearkened or disfivured.
Industry spokesmen indicated creck
graavels frequently will noc mee
specifications for contruction projects
but [ew jobs specify o han on use of
creek gravel.

Modern stresun monitoring,
water guiality testing, and holistic
approaches to the environment have
moved the watchful eye beyond one
person's property line. New conceprs
in watershed management take the
overall river into account. We now go
around the next bend. While
individual rights are not 10 be
beliteled, I have yet to meet one land
owner or gravel excavator who can
prove than one gravel mining
operation is more important than a
stream.

With scientific facts in hand,
our conscientious lawmakers passed
legislation to protect certain waters
within Arkiansas from intrustion by
gravel mining. Act 378 of 1993
amending the Arkansas Open-cut
Land Reclamation Act provides:

“The removal of gravel or other

Continued on next page
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Continued front page 6
materials from streams or stream beds
shall comply with the requircment of
the Act and Regulation 15. There
shall be no mining in streams
designated as Extraordinary Resource
Waters as identified in Regulation 2.”

This is good law based on sound
reasoning. As is the case with any new
regulation, some citizens, land owners
and gravel miners, do not
think the law should apply
to them. They belicve their
historical right to what
they perceive as “cheap”
resources should continue
ad infinitum. Regardless of
the cost, they arguc
constitutional and
cconomic rights and deny
any resultant loss of natural
resources and destruction
of habitat and species from
their gravel mining
practices. They scek to
avoid enforcement and
advocate overturning of
the new law. They press to
avoid adoption of
rcgulations governing
activity within stream beds.
They take this position
even though gravel is
available in abundant
quantities at fair prices
from multiple, readily
proximate out-of-stream
sources.

Prices quoted by
suppliers for out-of-stream
or quarried gravel versus
in-stream gravel secured
from around the state
reveal that gravel in the
Springdale (northwest) Arkansas arca
(quarricd Class 2 gravel with dirt,
suitable for fill) cost $4 per ton. Cost is
$4.50 per ton for Class 7 (1-1/4 inch
and down) aggregace, washed and
suitable for concrete, from the same
supplicr. Fill gravel mined from
streains just north of the same area
costs $6 per yard from onc source
(Bella Vista) and $4.33 per ton from
another (Rogers). Neither of the latter
operators deals in washed gravel
suitable for concrete. The Rogers
supplier is a small, one-truck operator
who revealed he gets gravel from
“various crecks.” The cost of

R

aggregatces from suppliers in north
central Arkansas ranged from $14 per
cubic yard spread (for “clean” creck
gravel suitable for many uses but not
washed ), to $5 per ton for Class 2
with fine aggregate suitable for fill.
Onc of the largest gravel
operators in the state is a Texas
corporation which pit-mined and
exported nearly one million cubic
yards of Arkansas Gravel last year.

en that in-

stream gravel mining, as practiced here on upper White River,
destroys sport fisheries that are extremely important to the local
economy of the rural Ozark and Ouachila mountain region,
where tourism is a major source of jobs and income. — photo
courtesy of Arkansas Wildlife Federation.

Cost per ton to the public is $3.50.

In summary, no operator can
make an cconomic case for in-stream
gravel being better andfor cheaper
than off-stream gravel sources.
Representatives of the conerete and
construction industry, and the
Arkansas Geological Commission,
agree that we have enough out-of-
streamn gravel available to supply the
gravel needs of this state indefinitely.
WE DON'T HAVE TO DESTROY
QOUR STREAMS!Current law was
cnacted for a purpose. It nceds to be
enforced. A hoilistic view must be
taken and the true “cost” of the use of
our natural resources must be

employed. N

Arkansas citizens and our
members in other states are strongly
urged to address this challenge.
Chapter Chairmen can order a
current list of Arkansas senators and
representatives from the Arkansas
Legislative Council, Burcau of
Legislative Research, State Capitol

Bldg., Room 315, Little Rock, AR

72201. Or, call them at (501) 682-

1937. Then, copy it for
members, and ask them to
call or write their senators
and congressinen,
explaining how valuable
these Arkansas rivers are
to them as a resident or
visitor.

Most imponiant,
YOU can help by
reporting gravel mining
operations — where,
when, and who — to the
Ozark Society, local
newspapers, and anyone
clse who will print it or
use it. Action is pending
before the Arkansas
Department of Pollution
Control and ecology
(ADPCAE) calling for
enforcement of Act 378
of 1993 and enforcement
of the ban on gravel
mining in ERWBs. Rules
and regulations for
enforcement of that law
arce complete and await
commission passagc.

In a spirit of
cooperation to achieve
protection of our streams,
Deparunent Director
Randall Mathis has
sought means for beneficial resolution
of the problem and has allowed funds
and directed thae information be
disseminated for edueation of the
general public on this issue. The
ADPC&E Environmental
Preservation Division has produced a
video in conjuction with the
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
calling for an immediate ban on in-
stream gravel mining to proteer the
waters of the state. Take action now.

Thanks. Let's keep good law.
It's time once again for the Ozark
Socicty to go to bat for all those rivers
we've been protecting for the List 33
years!
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dangfcent ol our water resources as a re-
sult ohese in-stream mining practices, and
Jegislation was enacted in 1993 banning
gravel mining in all strcams designated “ex
traordinary resources.” ‘'T'hat law has not
been enforced. With the legislature in ses-
sion, efforts arc underway 1o repeal the ban.

Advocales for repeal argue that in-stream
mining does no harm and that stream man-
agement and flood control require periodic
gravel removal. In addition, in-stream gravel
is perceived as cheap and readily available.
Scientists, howcver, do not agree with the
“no harm” theory, and a survey of gravel
costs does not support the “cheap source”
theory. Qut-of-stream grave] is available in
virtually every county in Arkansas. Fore-

most, when the real “cost” is factored in — -

the loss of streams and other resources —
in-stream gravel is no bargain.

Growing environmental awareness over
the last two decades brought federally man-
dated water quality standards and allowed
slate governments to impose prolections for
streams through designaled uses. One such
protection is the “extraordinary resource”
designation in Arkansas on all or portions of
the Buffalo, Kings, Current, Eleven Point,
Spring, Strawberry, Sylamore, Little Red,
Ilinois Bayou, Piney, Mulberry, Hurricane,
Lee, Salado, Richland, Falling Water,
Cadron, Big, Saline, Caddo, Cossatot,
Cancy, Little Missouri, Mountain Fork, Big
Fork, Moro, Second and Cache rivers. Note

“portions.” Even a small segment of the

Arkansas River below Lock and Dam No. 2,
in southeast Arkansas, is included.

In an effort to protect these extraordi-
nary resources, in 1993 our lJawmakers in-
troduced and adopted and Governor
Tucker signed into law Act 378, which
amended the Arkansas Open Cut Land
Reclamation Act. The language pertaining
to in-streamn gravel nining is clear. “There
shall be no mining in streams designated
as Extraordinary Resource Waters ...” Fur-
ther provisions provide pcrmilting and
water qualily criteria [or mining in all ot.her
Arkansas streams.

Arkansas legislators took this acnon be-
cause they share the opinion that our wa-
ters are a precious commodity. Growing
concerns over the loss of tillable land to
erosion, of fisheries and wildlife habitat,

and of decreasing recreational suitability -

brought gravel mining practices to light as
a threat to Arkansas streams. The scientific
communily mirrored and substantiated
those concerns.

Dr. Art Brown, a noted stream ecologist
at the University of Arkansas at Fayetteville,
studied in-stream gravel mining for 20 years
and concluded that in-stream mining clearly
causes disruption of equalized bedload,
which he explains by stating that Arkansas
streams run through valleys formed by de-
posits of alluvium. Brown found that riffles

. occur downstream in our waterways every
five to seven “bankfull widths.”

Streambeds disturbed by mining restore

Cach yoar m e sae,

Stacked alongside the loss of valuabie
croplands, tourism dollars, aesthetics and
wildlife is the fact that inquiries dispule
claims of the cheapness of in-stream gravel.

Calls to gravel suppliers throughout the
slate reveal quarried rock to be the least
costly fill. Lowest-cost aggregales come
from out-of-strcam gravel pits. Ozark creck
gravel conlains chert — unsuitable for con-
crete, according to the Arkansas Readi-Mix
Association. The state Highway and Trans-
portation Department docs not allow creck
gravel on many projecls, preferring crushed
rock instead. Why? Rounded gravel rolls
and is too unstable for road basc.

Geologists praise Arkansas’ ample out-of
stream gravel supplies, citing a 1969 state-
wide study. One major operator who each
year exports ncarly one million tons of the
cheapest gravel found in the state supports
this theory, saying we have a virtually limit-
less supply of out-of-stream gravel,

Compelling arguments for continued in-
stream mining come from individuals advo-
cating protection of private property rights.
An established principle in this country is
that laws limiting private rights must ad-
dress a greater public good. Precedents
abound in the form of land-use restrictions.
Through building and zoning codes, licens-
ing and permits, we impose laws dictating
personal use of private lands to ensurc an-
ordered society, to prolect neighboring
landowners and to preserve natural rc-
sources. In regard 1o in-stream gravel min-
ing, loss of non-rencwable natural rc-
sources critical lo many is weighed against
the potential economic gmn of individual
landowners.

Regardless of whether the 'utcmpt to
repeal Act 378 succeeds, in-stream gravel
miners cannot operate without federal per-
mits. In August 1993, the Corps of Engi-
neers and the Environmental Protection
Agency ruled that in-stream gravel mining
results in “incidental discharges” and re-
quires federal permitting under the Clean
Water Act. The federal process requires
stale review and certification for compliance

| with water quality standards.

* Since gravel mining is obviously regu-
lated, the question is how — state or federal?
The two governmental authorities are work-
ing on cooperative efforts. Repeal of state
protections and regulation of our streams will
hamper efforts and fly in the face of scientific
[acts supporting needed protection of water
resources from in-stream gravel mining. We
passed a law to change our old, destructive
habits. We need to keep that law. We need to
be proud of our progress and protection of
Arkansas streams. -

_ Barbara Black Meyer is a Little Rock attor-

ney, environmenialist’and fifth-generation
Arkansan who recently was named director of
the state’s project for holistic watershed plan-
ning. She serves as national president of the
Ozark Society Inc.



WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES Impacts of In-Stream Sand and

 Gravel Mining on Stream Habitat
RESEARCH #  and Fish Communities, Including
;. a Survey on the Big Rib River,
R EPO RT 1 55 Marathon County, Wisconsin
by Paul Kanch! and John Lyons

August 1992 B Bureau of Research, Madison

Abstract

Bascd on a hile-ature review, the pnimary physical and biological effects of in-stream sand and
gravel mining and stream-connected Hloodplain excavations are: (1) stream channel modifications,
including alterations of habuat. flow patierns. sediment transport, and increased headculling; (2)
water qualty modifications. including increased turbidity, reduced light penetration, and increased
waler temperalurcs, (3) changes in aqualic plant communtities through channel clearing and changes
in substrates, (4) changes in aquatic invertebrate populations through direct removal, disruption of
habitat, and increased sedimentation. and (5) changes in fish populations through the alteration and
elinunation of spawming and nurwedy hatutat and through alterations in the food web, which can aflect
the nutnbion, health. and growtn of teh - Sia case studies from stales outside of Wisconsin are pre-
sented that docurnient many ol (hete 2 hyacal and biological effects.

To exanune the potenialbunpact. ol tiosdplan and in-stream gravel mining, we surveyed portions
oi the Big Hib Hiver, Marathon Couniy Viasconsin, for habitat and lish community characleristics dur-
g August 1987 Ve bag b stabons 2 had received pastin-stream nuning, one had been impacted
Dy in-stream sining. G v Guive cxlonnive, active floodplain mining, and 2 were near limited
Hoodplain or rijpas i muning (unimaned Siations)  Habitat characlenshics—most notably percent sand,
percent rubble cotui mean channcl waaing and mean depth of runs—differed among stations.
Station - which had the mostrecent i steeam numing (approamaiely 10 years before samphing).
had the worst hablat

We raled the Guabity of e bt Coaandes g e dndes of Biotie Integnity (181). Overall, the
3 s1abons withn slecam of adiacent booile n gravel nemmg had poorer guahty hsh communities
than the 2 unmuned stahons and the e enpacied station Station < had the worst score. Qur resulls
suggest thal grave: muung has Bad o tegatecampact on the hsh communities and hoh habitat of the
Big Rib River

Key words: Strcams, sand and gravel nuning. iiabiial allerations, water quality, fish, invertebrates,
Big Rib River
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Introduction

Little has been publishied about the effects of
sand and gravel mining on fisheries resources in
Wisconsin. To develop insight into possible effects,
we conducted a literature review that focused on
physical and biological results of sand and gravel
mining both in and adjacent to streams. Additionally,
we compared fisheries and habitat characteristics in
areas with and without mining in the Big Rib River,
Marathon County, Wisconsin. The area around the
Big Rib River has been mined for the past 40 years
(Zmuda 1982). The goals of both the literature review
and the field sampling were to develop management
recommendations for dealing with possible conflicts
between stream fisheries and mining activities. For
purposes of this report, sand and gravel mining is
defined as excavations of sand, gravel, and larger
substrates such as rubble, cobble, and boulders.

As of 1977, there were approximately 34,800 ha
in Wisconsin that had been disturbed by surface
sand and gravel mining operations (U.S. Dep. Agric.
1977). By 1987, over 4,860 ha in Marathon County
alone had been disturbed by sand and gravel oper-
ations (Mitch Zmuda, Wis. Dep. Nat. Resour., pers.
comm.). Inthe area nea the Big Rib River between
Marathon City and Rib Falls, Wisconsin, there are
49 different mining sites that encompass over 170
ha (Mitch Zmuda, pers. comm.). Types of mining
in the Big Rib River area include inactive and active
riparian (upland) excavations, inactive and active
floodplain excavations, which can include uncon-
nected and connected ponds with outlets to a river,
and actual in-stream mining (dredging) excavations.
For the purpose of this report, we limit our discussion
to active floodplain excavations (connected ponds
only) and old in-stream dredging.

Wisconsin regulations that require state permits
for gravel excavations in or adjacent to navigable
water were first enacted in 1961 under Chapter 30,
Wisconsin Statutes. Under Chapter 30, permits
were required if excavations resulted in removal of
material from a streambed, relocation of a stream,
creation of an artificial waterway within 150 m of a
stream, and/or grading on the bank in excess of
930 m? (Zmuda 1982). N2 provisions were included
for the reclamation of gravel excavations under
Chapter 30. Many of the gravel operations during
the late 1960s and early 1970s did not have Chapter
30 permits (Zmuda 1982) With increases in permit
applications during the mid-1970s, it became appar-
ent that added regulations were needed.

Therefore. In 1979, new regulations were formulated
under Chapter NR 340, Wisconsin Administrative
Codes. that gave specific guidelines for gravel
excavations in or near navigable waterways. The
main purpose of NR 340, rewritten in September
1991, is to minimize adverse effects, provide for
reclamation of excavated areas, restrict excavations
where adverse effects cannot be minimized or
avoided. and define certain terms, including some
used in Chapter 30, Wisconsin Statutes (Zmuda
1982. Wis. Dep. Nat. Resour. 1991). After an appli-
cation is submitted under Sections 30.19, 30.195,
or 30.20. the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) reviews the project and compiles
an Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine if
an Environmental Impact Statement is needed
(Zmuda 1982). The EA data are assembled by the
fish. wildlife. water resources, and water regulation
and zoning programs. The formulation of these
laws. regulations. and guidelines have deterred many
pernut apphcations to dredge in and around the Big
Rib River since 1980.
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Sand and gravel mining operation.
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This report describes the results of surveys con-
ducted on the Big Rib River in 1986 and 1987. In
1986, DNR Fisheries Management and Research
personnel conducted a brief fishery survey on 2 sec-
tions of the Big Rib River in an area that had experi-
enced in-stream mining almost 10 years before
sampling. In 1987, DNR Fish Research personnel
conducted a more detailed 2-week survey of the
habitat and fish communities at 6 stations on the
Big Rib River between Marathon City and Rib Falls.
The objective of these surveys was to evaluate and
document impacts trom active, connected floodplain
excavations and from old, abandoned, unreclaimed
in-stream-mined arezs.

Methods

To determine what is currently known about in-stream
and floodplain sand and gravel mining, we conducted
a literature review and contacted DNR water regula-
tions personnel. This evaluation included studies and
articles published as of summer 1990. A database
search was conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Reference Service, Bethesda. Maryland, on the key
words of gravel mining and streams. Additional
reports and articles vrere provided by Mitch Zmuda
(DNR Bur. Water Regul. and Zoning). The articles
and reports that we reviewed contained information
on additional studies and articles that we attempted
1o obtain from various agencies.

Our review primarily focused on the physical and
biological effects of in-stream sand and gravel min-
Ing and secondarily on tloodplain (connected ponds
only) sand and grave! mining. For the purpose of
this report, we excluded such topics as effects on
recreation, aesthetics, terrestrial biota, and geotech-
nical engineering aspects. However, due to the
dearth of actual studies conducted on in-stream and
floodplain sand and ¢ravel mining. we researched
other in-stream moditications and effects, such as
channelization, silt deposition, and channel clearing.
We also provide short summaries of 6 specific case
studies conducted or in-stream and floodplain
excavations in other states. These summaries
include stream and location, references, types of
mining operations, physical and biological effects,
and recommendations.

Methods for the Bij Rib River surveys conducted
in 1986-87 by DNR personnel are discussed in the
section of this report titled “Big Rib River: A
Wisconsin Case Study of Gravel Mining Impacts.”

Taxonomy of tishes cited in the report follows
Robins et al. (1991). Scientific names are given in
the Appendix.

Literature Review

Physical Effects

Gravel mining operations (both in-stream and
floodplain excavations) can affect the physical
nature of a stream. The stream channel may be
modified, flow patterns and bedload transport may
be altered, headcutting can increase, and the water
quality of a stream may be altered.

Stream Channel Modifications

The actual dredging or scraping of sand and
gravel during mining operations can alter stream
channels and banks. Dredging or scraping usually
involves enlargement or widening of the stream
channel (Etnier 1972, Woodward Ciyde Consult.
1976b. Yorke 1978), which creates uniform condi-
tions of either deep or shallow reaches throughout
the channel (Yorke 1978). These physical effects
can change the stream length, gradient, width, and
depth of the channel (Woodward Clyde Consult.
1976b). Channel deepening can also cause stream
banks to become unstable and eroded (Bull and
Scott 1974). In the Crooked River, Idaho, where
placer mining (a type of gold mining that involves
dredging of sand and gravel) occurred, the stream
was channelized and straightened; all trees, boulders,
and other cover were removed, and pool habitat
was ehminated. thus creating a channel devoid of
habitat suitable for salmonids (Hair et al. 1986).
Widening of the channel also increases the surface
area of the stream (Yorke 1978). If dredging occurs,
deep pools are often created because the amount
ol material being removed is greater than the
amount of material that the river can redeposit (Bull
and Scott 1974, Crunkilton 1982, Rivier and Seguier
1985). However, once the mining operation ceases,
these pools often fill with sand or silt in a relatively
shori period of time, depending upon the rate of
sediment renewal (Yorke 1978, Rivier and Seguier
1985). Thus, these pools created by dredging may
serve temporarily as sediment traps, which may be
beneficial to downstream habitats and organisms
(Martin and Hess 1986). This condition is, however,
a short-term response, because the sediment
basins will eventually fill in.

Channel Flow Modifications

The physical effects of deepening and widening
the stream channel can alter the flow patterns and
velocities of the stream (Crunkilton 1982). As in
channelization (the creation of a uniform channel),
peak flows will be higher, resulting in a shorter dura-
tion of flooding (Yorke 1978). Velocities will be



streambed material (armored layer) is large and
erosion resistant, such as bedrock, further degrada-
tion will not continue. This condition is known as an
arrested nick point (West 1978). It may create a
stepped profile consisting of short steep stretches in
the armored layer (West 1978) or possibly may
cause the river to erode laterally (MacBroom 1981).
Therefore, the length of movement upstream of the
headcut and nick point are controlled by the discharge
of the river, the differences in gradient between the
upstream zone and the downstream zone, and the
structure and compasition of the streambed and
bank materials of the river (Leopold et al. 1964).
Leopold et al. (1964) designed an experimental
model for the maintenance of headcuts. and Li and
Simons (1979) developed a mathematical model to
estimate erosion and deposition of headcuts caused
by in-stream gravel min ng operations.
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Water Quality Modifications Grav ! mung and wasning operallons can produce dis-
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Changes in the morphology of the stream channel
that result from in-stream mining or from floodplain
mining operations that are connected to the stream
channel can alter varioL s water quality parameters,
such as turbidity, dissolved oxygen, light. and tem-
perature. The actual dredging operation will increase
the concentration and discharge of suspended and
dissolved solids, thus increasing the turbidity at the
site and downstream {Cordone and Kelly 1961,
Yorke 1978, Crunkilton 1982). Also, wastewater
from gravel washing operations will increase turbid-
ity (Rivier and Seguier 1985). The direct increase in
turbidity is a relatively short-term response. in that
turbidities will return to near normal levels after
dredging has ceased. However. due to increased
erosion of stream banks and erosion from headcu!-
ting. turbidities may stay above normal for quite
some time. Hamilton (1961) noted that turbidities
increased from 25 ppm to 3,030 ppm at a gravel
washing operation that discharged wastewater into
the Fruin Water, Scotland. At approximately 1,000 m
downstream, turbidity was 232 ppm and even at
2,000 m downstream, tu rbidity was still above nor-
mal at 68 ppm. Dredgirg may resuspend organic
material, resulting in a decrease in dissolved oxy-
gen concentrations (Cordone and Kelly 1961,
Woodward Clyde Consult. 1976b, Crunkilton 1982).
Dredging may also resuspend toxic material, such
as pesticides or metals, associated with sediments
(Yorke 1978, Crunkiiton 1982).

High turbidities associated with dredging and
gravel washing operations may reduce light pene-
tration (Cordone and Kelly 1961, Woodward Clyde
Consult. 1976b, Yorke 1978, Crunkilton 1982). This Surface waters receiving these discharges experience
may reduce photosynthesis and primary production high turbidhty
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(Crunkitton 1982). In the River Dore, France, a
decrease of 27-75% was, noted in primary produc-
tivity, and chlorophyll content decreased between
50-70% due to gravel mining operations (Rivier and
Seguier 1985). In contrast, clearing activities may
increase light penetration due to the removal of
stream bank vegetation Marzolf 1978).

An increase in temperature and temperature
ranges might occur due ta channel widening because
of greater surface area and reduced velocities (Yorke
1978). The removal of bank and riparian vegetation
from dredging operations and channel clearing
would reduce shading, further increasing stream
temperatures (Marzolf 1378, Yorke 1978, Crunkilton
1982), depending upon the amount of area cleared
(Woodward Clyde Consult. 1976b). An increase in
temperatures could also occur due to connected
ponds that flow into a strzam from floodplain mining
operations (Crunkilton 1982). Connected ponds
can result in large evaporative losses from a stream
or river (Richardson and Pratt 1980).

Biological Effects

Gravel mining operations (both in-stream and
floodplain excavations) and their associated physi-
cal effects can affect a wide range of stream biota
including plant communities. aquatic invertebrates,
and fish populations.

Effects on Plant Communities

Plant communities can be reduced directly by the
actual dredging operations and through channel
clearing (Marzolf 1978). The density and metabolism
of plants, including algae, can also be reduced by
high turbidities, increased sedimentation, decreased
light penetration, and changes in the substrate
(Cordone and Kelly 1961, Chutter 1969, Marzolf
1978, Rivier and Seguier 1985). Gravel operations
on the River Doubs, France, caused a reduction in
macrophyte communities through increased deposi-
tion of sand and sift and through the disruption of
the streambed (Rivier and Seguier 1985). Diatom
populations decreased batween 54-94% in the
River Dore, France, due to gravel operations (Rivier
and Seguier 1985).

Effects on Aquatic Invertebrate Populations

The actual dredging operation can decrease
invertebrate populations directly through the actual
removal of invertebrates 'Starnes 1983, Thomas
1985) and through the disruption of habitat and
associated physical effects, particularly sedimenta-
tion. Dredging operations may result in reductions
of both density and biomass of invertebrates over
distances of up to several kilometers (Cordone and

Kelly 1961, Rivier and Seguier 1985). Downstream
from gravel operations in the River Loire and River
Allier, France, total densities of invertebrates were
reduced between 13-75%, and biomass was reduced
between 10-81% (Rivier and Seguier 1985). Likewise,
invertebrate biomass decreased by 62-96% in the
River Ouveze, France (Rivier and Seguier 1985).
Other studies show similar reductions. Ziebell (1957)
found that invertebrates were reduced by 98% at
approximately 90 m below the discharge of a gravel
washing operation on the South Fork Chehalis River,
Washington. Conditions did not return to normal
until 10.5 km downstream. Ziebell and Knox (1957)
found a 75% reduction in invertebrates at 0.2 km and
a 85% reduction at 2.7 km below a gravel washing
operation on the Wynooche River, Washington.
Cordone and Pennoyer {1960) reported a 90%
reduction in invertebrates immediately below a
gravel washing operation on the Truckee River,
California, and a 75% reduction 16 km downstream.

Reductions in invertebrate densities can also
occur indirectly by the removal of suitable substrates
such as woody debris. Benke et al. (1985) found
that snags, although only 4% of the total surface
area, supported 60% of the total invertebrate biomass
in the Satilla River. Georgia. Therefore, channel
clearing could have a devastating effect on inverte-
brate populations. Channel clearing has particularly
severe effects on certain types of invertebrates
(Marzolf 1978). The removal of coarse particulate
organic matter will affect shredders and collectors,
and likewise, the removal of detntus will affect detri-
tivorus invertebrates. !nvertebrates that inhabit
woody debris will have to either emigrate or perish.
The removal of organic material will reduce food
sources and the diversity of substrates available to
benthic invertebrates (Woodward Clyde Consult.
1976b, Yorke 1978). Altered temperature regimes
can lead to altered emergence periods of aquatic
invertebrates; this, in turn, may alter reproduction
(Woodward Clyde Consult. 198056).

Several studies have been conducted on the
effects of small suction dredges on inverlebrates.
Griffith and Andrews (1981) studied the effects on
4 streams in Idaho. They noted that less than 1%
mortality or injury was caused by entrainment of
aquatic invertebrates; however, factors such as
predation and the suitability of the habitat that the
organisms were deposited into could produce addi-
tional mortality. Recolonization of the dredged area
occurred in 38 days. Griffith and Andrews also
noted that larger, commercial dredges could cause
substantially greater impacts. Thomas (1985) per-
formed an experiment on two 50-m sections in Gold
Creek, Montana. She found that the mean insect



abundance decreased greatly after dredging, but
downstream insect abundance did not appear to be
changed. Recolonization of the dredged area was
complete after one month. Harvey (1986) studied
the effects on 2 California streams. Effects were
highly localized, but dredging did affect some insect
taxa, such as Hydropsyche spp., when substrates
were altered. Recolonization occurred in 45 days.
He also noted that the effects of dredging would
probably be more severe in streams that contained
higher amounts of fine sediments. These studies
support a conclusion that small suction dredges can
cause limited, short-term, and localized effects on
invertebrate populations.

The greatest impacts on aquatic invertebrates are
caused by the change in substrates from gravel to
sand and/or silt, the removal of riffle habitats, and
the associated increase in sedimentation that results
from dredging and aravel washing operations. Both
quantitative and qualitative changes can occur
(Woodward Clyde Consult. 1976b, Marzolf 1978).
Increases in sedimentation from the dredging activity
and from erosion first result in a decrease in density
and then, as the interstices of the gravel substrates
fill in with sand or silt, a change in species composi-
tion. Benthic communities will change from species
with very specific habitat requirements to others that
are more eurytopic and silt tolerant (Chutter 1969,
Crunkilton 1982, Rivier and Seguier 1985). Normally,
species richness will decline.

Sedimentation can aiso adversely affect inverte-
brates by reducing or covering their food supply and
interfering with feed ng and respiration (Woodward
Clyde Consult. 1976b, Rivier and Seguier 1985).
Production tends to be lower in sand substrates due
to the shifting nature of such bottom types (Cordone
and Kelly 1961) anc the fack of interstices to entrap
coarse particulate organic matter and support biotic
activity (Narf 1985). There tends to be a decrease
in certain taxa, such as Plecoptera, Trichoptera,
Ephemeroptera, and Coleoptera, while certain other
taxa, such as chironomids and oligochaetes, are
encouraged by the presence of sand and silt (Rivier
and Seguier 1985). The coarser substrates of gravel,
rubble/cobble, and boulders provide a diverse habi-
tat of multiple textures and ditferent water velocities
that can support a greater diversity of invertebrate
species (Cordone and Kelly 1961).

Results from field and laboratory studies showed
that many common riffle invertebrates were unable
to move upstream con long, sandy substrates that
were greater than 80 m (Luedtke and Brusven 1976).
The uniform currents, the lack of refuge from current
flow, and the instability of the sand may be respon-
sible for restricting upstream movement. Luedtke

and Brusven (1976) studied the effects of a com-
mercial dredge operation on Emerald Creek, idaho,
where long stretches of sandy reaches were created.
Results indicated that there was limited upstream
movement by invertebrates; however, there was
considerable downstream movement by drifting and
crawling of certain Plecoptera species on the sandy
substrate, despite low velocities. Moving or shifting
sands may create barriers to upstream migration,
as well as unsuitable habitat for drifting invertebrates.
Narf (1985) studied a channelized section of Bear
Creek, Wisconsin, in which sand substrate from the
new channel had covered up the coarser substrates,
creating a long, sandy reach. He noted that the 4
normal forms of invertebrate migration (i.e., vertical
migration from substrate, drift, upstream migration,
and aerial dispersion) were reduced to 2: drift and
aerial dispersion. The main obstacle to colonization
was the absence of a stabilized substrate with its
associated coarse particulate organic matter and
periphyton and the absence of snags, stream bank
vegetation, boulders, and cobble. Therefore, he
concluded that colonization was influenced by the
elimination of habitat, absence of a food chain base,
and a reduced colonizing source of invertebrates.
The area took approximately 5.5 years to recover.

Sedimentation, elimination of habitat, and direct
physical remova! caused by gravel mining operations
can be devastating to mussel populations. Grace
and Buchanan (1981) studied the effects of in-stream
dredging and gravel processing operations on mus-
sel populations in the Osage River, Missouri. Fifteen
years after dredging. no living mussels were found
in the in-stream dredged area. Recolonization was
prevented by the elimination of habitat, destabiliza-
tion of bottom substrates, and the creation of deep
pools. Also, disruption in the life cycle of mussels
may have been caused by changes in fish popula-
tions that resulted from the dredging. Mussel larvae
depend on fish as hosts to complete their life cycle
(Crunkilton 1982). Slower growth rates of mussels
could occur downstream from gravel dredging and
washing sites due to very high turbidities (Yokley
and Gooch 1976).

Effects on Fish Populations

In-stream gravel mining and floodplain excavations
that are connected to a stream or river can influence
fish and fish populations by eliminating spawning
and nursery habitat, by altering habitats, and by
influencing the trophic dynamics of fish communities,
thereby affecting the nutrition and health of fish.

The physical removal of riffle areas and the process
of channel clearing may eliminate spawning beds
and nursery habitat (Crunkilton 1982, Starnes 1983).



Increased turbidities and siltation of gravel beds can
affect reproduction and the development of fish
eggs, especially salmonids and other coarse sub-
strate spawners (Cordone and Kelly 1961, Rivier
and Seguier 1985). Deposition of suspended sedi-
ment can hinder inter-gravel water flow within the
substrate, and sediments can settle around eggs.
inhibiting the exchange of gases and resulting in
egg mortality and interference with fry emergence
(Woodward Clyde Consult. 1976b. Rivier and Seguier
1985). In the River Allier. France. suspended sedi-
ment concentrations between 20-100 mg-L resulted
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Channel modifications due to in-stream mining can greatly alter fish habitat.

often replacing pool and niffle habitat with runs.

Riffle inhabitants such as this darter will be replaced by species tolerant of the
new habitat type.
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in 75% mortality of brown trout eggs (compared with
20% mortality in the control sections) after 20 days
(Rivier and Seguier 1985). In the Fruin Water,
Scotland, where gravel washing operations dis-
charged into the river, saimon and seatrout (see
Appendix for scientific names of fish species)
spawning was eliminated due to siltation of riffle
areas (Hamilton 1961). Six months later, after oper-
ations had ceased, spawning resumed in some
areas. Spawning areas and nursery areas have
been reduced in many rivers in Finland due to the
removal and siltation of riffle habitats through dredg-
ing and channelization for timber
floating (Jutila 1985). In the River
Simojoki, Finland, densities of
Atlantic salmon parr were reduced
by up to one third, which resulted
in a decrease in smolt production
and salmon catches. In the River
Piispajoki, Finland, dredging of
rapids virtually eliminated the
brown trout population in an area
of 990 m?. In the River Hassenjoki,
Finland, dredging of rapids caused
annual catches of whitefish to
decline by 4,700 kg and brown trout
by 300 kg. It was recommended
that riffle habitat be restored in
order to enhance reproduction. In
4 streams in Idaho influenced by
small suction gold dredges, un-eyed
cutthroat trout eggs experienced
100% mortality after entrainment
(Griffith and Andrews 1981). Eyed
eggs showed 29% and 35% mor-
talities after 1 hour and 36 hours,
respectively. Yolk sacs were found
to be detached from 40% of the fry
during entrainment.

In-stream gravel mining and
channel clearing have been shown
to alter the habitat of streams by
creating pools, removing riffle
areas, changing substrates from
gravel to sand or silt, and eliminat-
ing important in-stream and stream
bank cover types. These alter-
ations can change fish populations
both quantitatively (density of fish)
and qualitatively (change in fish
species diversity or species rich-
ness). Inthe River Loire, France,
a decrease of 28% in numbers of
fish and a 17% reduction in biomass
occurred downstream from gravel
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removal operations due to the combined effects of
trophic and habitat modifications (Rivier and
Seguier 1985). Areas on the Yankee Fork of the
Salmon River, Idaho, dredged 30 years ago, still pro-
duce 97% less biomass of trout and whitefish than
the undisturbed areas (Irizarry 1969). In the Middle
Fabius River, Missouri, Hickman (1975) reported that
the estimated standing crop of the total fish popula-
tion was 25% lower and the estimated standing
crop of catchable-sized fish was 51% lower in areas
without snags compared to areas with snags. Martin
and Hess (1986) found a reduction in brown trout
and rainbow trout abundance downstream of in-
stream gravel removal operations in the Chatahoo-
chee River, Georgia. Forshage and Carter (1973)
also found reductions in certain minnow and sunfish
species, the elimination of other minnow and darter
species, and an increase in certain sucker species
downstream from an in-stream gravel removal oper-
ation on the Brazos River, Texas. For more details
on the numbers reduced and specific species
affected in the studies by Martin and Hess (1986)
and Forshage and Carter (1973), refer to Studies
No. 2 and 6, respectively, in the following section
under case studies from the literature. Both studies
reported that a change in habitat and cover and a
reduction in food sources accounted for the alter-
ations of the fish populations.

After gravel mining, the fish community may
change from riffie-specific species to ubiquitous and
run-specific species (Berkman and Rabeni 1987).
Generally. the creation of deeper, quiet pools and
the remova! of snags creates habitat for some sucker
species (Benke et al. 1985). Rivier and Seguier
{(1985) noted that gravel removal first results in a
reduction of species that have specific requirements
with regard to food and habitat, with riffle species
being reduced first. They outlined 3 stages of
change in fish species composition in gravel removal
operations:

1) a reduction of running-water species, especially
salmonids, accompanied by increases in still-water
species;

2) a reduction of still-water species that have exact
ecological requirements; and

3) an overall reduction in species composition, with
only eurytopic, silt-tolerant, deep-water species
surviving in the end.

We believe that once the pools fill in with sand and/or
silt, the species composition will again change to
species adapted to shallow sandy or silty areas,
with possibly some transient fish species moving
through the area on their way to other areas in
search of food or cover.

10

There are other studies that document changes
in fish communities due to gravel mining. Berkman
and Rabeni (1987) studied 3 streams in Missouri
where gravel removal operations were taking place.
They found that within the riffle communities, as the
percent of fine substrates increased, the abundance
of benthic insectivores and herbivores (particularly
central stonerollers) was reduced and general
insectivores increased. Also, they noted that the
relative abundance of simple, lithophilous spawners
(species that lay eggs on gravel or rubble and do
not build a nest or provide parental care) was
reduced due to siltation of riffle areas. Campbell
(1953) reported a change in fish populations in the
Powder River, Oregon, from a gold dredging opera-
tion. Populations changed from rainbow trout and
whitefish to predominantly squawtish and suckers
due to the creation of pools and siltation. In 2
California streams, it was found that dredging with
small suction dredges affected riffle sculpins more
severely than rainbow trout (Harvey 1986). Riffle
sculpin habitat was eliminated, and the gravel areas
that remained were covered with sand.

Physical effects, such as increased suspended
sediments, increased temperatures, and the resulting
alterations in the food webs can affect the nutrition,
health, and growth of fish. Excessive amounts of
suspended solids from the actual dredging operation
and from erosion can abrade the protective slime
coatings of fish gills and bodies, which can lead to
increased bacterial and fungal infections of fish
(Cordone and Kelly 1961. Rivier and Seguier 1985).
Also, increased suspended sediments may block
vision and impair feeding (Rivier and Seguier 1985).
Thus, the growth and survival of fish may be influ-
enced by the elimination of fish food sources, by
interference with fish visual feeding, and by removal
of important cover types (Cordone and Kelly 1961,
Woodward Clyde Consult. 1976b).

The removal of cover can disrupt fish territory
and orientation, causing fish to move out of an area
(Marzolf 1978). In a study of Olson Lake Creek,
Alaska, high amounts of suspended sediments from
gravel removal operations caused Arctic grayling to
move downstream into possibly poorer habitat
(Woodward Clyde Consult. 1976b). However,
increased turbidities caused by dredging operations
are relatively short-term, and turbidities return to
near-normal levels after operations cease. Cordone
and Kelly (1961) point out that the indirect damage
to fish populations through destruction of food sup-
plies, eggs, or through changes in habitat probably
occur long before adult fish are directly harmed by
turbidity and suspended sediments.
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The enlargement of stream channels and the cre-

ation of connected ponds can increase temperatures,
which may influence the density and diversity of fish
communities. Tryon (1980) reported that ponds,
formed by floodplain excavations, connected to the
Little Piney River, Missouri, changed the fish commu-
nity. The river was predominantly a trout stream,
while the pond supported a warm-water fish commu-
nity dominated by largemouth bass. Temperatures
in the pond were reported to be over 23 C, an
increase of 17 C from temperatures in the river.
Studies in Alaska reported that ponded waters elim-
inated Arctic char and Ar :tic grayling habitat, and
that entrapment of fish species resulted in fish mor-
tality during low flows (Woodward Clyde Consult.
19800b).

We previously discussed alterations in food webs
(a decrease in primary and secondary producers,
invertebrates, and other food organisms) that may
affect the growth of fish, the feeding habits of fish,
or actually force fish to move from a dredged area
(Crunkilton 1982, Rivier and Seguier 1985). For
most fish, certain habitats (based on current veloc-
ity, size of substrate, and water depth) are very
important and vary according to the age and size of
fish (Rivier and Seguier 1985). Disruption of these
habitats can therefore influence the growth and sur-
vival of the various life stages of fish. In Alaska,
younger age classes of trout were actually attracted
to disturbed gravel mining areas where currents
were lower (Woodward Clyde Consult. 198056).

Case Studies From The Literature

Summarized below are 6 case studies where
physical and biological effects were examined in
areas where in-stream and.or floodplain excavations
had occurred.

Study No. 1
Stream and Location: Seigal Creek. ldaho
Reference: Webb and Casey 1961
Type of Mining: Placer mining (in-stream).

Physical Effects: A reduction in habitat due to
shortening of the stream (natural meanders were
removed), elimination of pools, silt accumulation
in pools, and a decrease in suitability of riffles for
spawning. Turbidities were as high as 3,000 ppm
at the dredged site. Dissolved oxygen was not
affected. All of Seigal Creek from the mouth
upstream to the mined area showed silting effects.
Water temperatures rose 3-4 C due to stream
bank cover removal.

Biological Effects: In the dredged area, aquatic
invertebrates and fish were reduced by 99% dur-
ing dredging, but recovered within one year.
Invertebrates 0.5 km below the dredge site were
not affected. Species composition of invertebrates
was not affected. Mountain whitefish were
adversely affected, while mountain suckers
increased in both size and number below the
dredged area due to warmer temperatures and
silting in of pools.

Recommendations: None given.

Study No. 2
Stream and Location: Brazos River, Texas
Reference: Forshage and Carter 1973

Type of Mining: In-stream gravel mining and
gravel washing operation with wastewater returned
1o the river via a settling pit.

Physical Effects: Approximately 2.4 km of river
was dredged. Construction of an island used for
gravel operations changed river flow from one
bank to the other. A portion of this island was
never removed, thus creating a sandbar 46 m by
30 m. Channel clearing removed logs and brush
from the dredged area and stream bank. Dredging
changed substrates from a sand-gravel-organic
matter complex to a shifting sand and inorganic
silt condition. Average depth increased from 0.3-
0.9 m with a maximum of 2.1 m. Turbidities
increased from 20-75 JTU at the dredging site
and did not return to normal for 12 km downstream.
Suspended solids increased following dredging
from 0.05-2.35 ml/L below the outlet of the set-
tling pond. Suspended solids were deposited
within 1.6 km of the dredging site. No change
was detected in water temperature or dissolved
oxygen.

Biological Effects: Invertebrates were reduced
by 97% at the dredge site. and 50% at 2.7 km
downstream, with conditions returning to normal
at 4.3 km downstream. Reduction was due to
change in substrates and possibly by high turbidi-
ties. Invertebrate populations had not recovered
6 months after dredging ceased. Changes in
density and diversity of fish were reported due to
the removal of cover, the reduction in food organ-
isms, and the increase in shifting sands and silta-
tion. The following fish species showed no change
in density: freshwater drum, gray redhorse,
longear sunfish, and logperch. The following
species disappeared: redear sunfish, silver chub,
redfin shiner, stoneroller, blackstripe topminnow,
and orangethroat darter. The following species
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decreased (an " indicates substantial change):
threadfin shad, green sunfish, bluegill, spotted
bass”, largemouth bass, red shiner, blacktail shiner,
and western mosquitofish. The following species
increased: river carpsucker”, longnose gar,
smallmouth buffalo®, common carp®, gizzard shad,
channel catfish, flathead catfish, warmouth, white
crappie’, brook silverside, and inland silverside®.

Recommendations' Dredging should be halted
in Texas streams to orevent their gradual. but
definite, biologica!l deterioration.

Study No. 3
Stream and Location: Cache Creek, California
Reference: Woodward Clyde Consult. 1976a

Type of Mining: In-stream sand and gravel min-
ing, and floodplain e«cavations.

Physical Etfects: The area has been mined
since 1915 and the average volume of materials
removed from 1964-74 was 2,800 kg per year.
Effects include streambed lowering between 1.5 m
and 4.6 m, with a rate of 0.2 m per year from
1964-74; channel widening creating terraces, thus
affecting the riparian zone:; in-stream and bank
vegetation removal; severe erosion amounting to
6.4 x 108 kg per year in suspended load since
1950; undermining of piers and.’or abutments of
bridges; headcuts. and increased groundwater
depletion, which caused much of the creek to go
dry during summer.

Biological Effects: None given; however, due
to the depletion of groundwater and subsequent
drying of the creek bed. any organisms that might
be stranded in smali pools would die or have to
emigrate downstream to survive.

Recommendations Minimize flooding and loss
of land; protect groundwater resources, public
works, irrigation facilities, and the environment;
maintain gravel industry and agriculture. The
authors recommended the following habitat miti-
gations and limitations on gravel removal: build
retards along banks, jetties, check dams, buried
sills, and in-channel baffles; limit the rate and depth
of extraction; and rebuild and armor bridge piers.
Other recommendations included use of permits
and restoration plans. land acquisition to provide
open-pit riparian mining, and establishment of a
long-term monitoring program.

Study No. 4
Stream and Location: 25 Alaskan streams
Reference: Woodward Clyde Consult. 1980b
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Type of Mining: In-stream sand and gravel min-
ing (scraping), and floodplain excavations with
connected ponds. ’

Physical Effects: The 25 study rivers had been
mined 3-20 years ago. Fifteen sites had changed
in either hydraulic geometry, slope, or flow
obstructions. The hydraulic geometry changes
included wider channels, reduced depth, reduced
mean velocity, increased water conveyance, and
altered pool:riffle ratios. Seven sites had slope or
headcut changes. Twelve sites had flow diver-
sions that created braided channel conditions,

and at 6 sites the former channel was eliminated
and new channels were formed. Bank and in-
stream cover were lost at 11 sites. At 8 sites
changes in the armor layer of the streambed
occurred. with a shift from compacted gravel to a
loose. unconsolidated sand-gravel substrate,
usualty with inter-gravel flow. Channel degrada-
tion occurred, which increased suspended sedi-
ments leading to silt deposition in the wider,
shallower areas and covering of the interstices of
the gravel. Also, an increase in suspended solids
was reported due to overburden piles and bank
erosion. which were more common at meander-
ing and sinuous rivers due to the mining of point
bars. Other changes included increased turbidi-
ties from the actual mining and bank erosion, and
increased temperatures in the shallow, wide areas. N

Biological Effects: Generally. there were reduc-
tions in density and diversity of invertebrates.
Due to the formation of braided channels and
subsequent reductions in velocity and depth and
increases in silt. populations were altered with
shifts in species and lite stages. The creation of
ponds allowed lentic invertebrates to colonize
these areas. Generally. there was a decrease

in density and diversity of fish communities. Due
lo increased unstable substrate, braiding, back-
waters. ponded waters, and loss of bank and
In-stream cover, several sites lost Arctic char
and Arctic grayling, with a shift toward slimy
sculpin and round whitefish. Other problems for
certain fish species included loss of spawning
areas. migration blockages due to a decrease in
surface flow (which sometimes was reduced to
inter-grave! flow), entrapment of species in
ponded waters that might dry up during low flows,
and loss of over-wintering habitat due to the for-
mation of ice fields on braided streams, which
decreased water volume.

Recommendations: Mining should avoid active
channels, especially split, meandering, sinuous,
and straight channels. This leaves only braided -



rivers for mining. Mining techniques should avoid
creating ponded areas and altering stream
banks, and altering spawning and over-wintering
areas. Also, if floodplain pits are mined, pits
should be at least 2.5 m deep. However, pits
should be restricted to the inactive floodplain, and
buffer zones (between 50 m and 100 m) should
be maintained. Mining in the active floodplain
should not disturb the edge of the active channel,
increase bed slope, form new channels, or have
stockpiles removed frcm near active channels.
Guidelines were written that detailed the tech-
niques that should be used when floodplain exca-
vations occur (Woodwazrd Clyde Consult. 1980a).

Study No. 5

Stream and Location Kansas River, Kansas

References: U.S. Army Corps Eng. 1982a,
1982b; Simons and Li 1984

Type of Mining: In-stream sand and gravel
dredging.

Physical Effects: The authors studied different
areas of the lower Karsas River. However, all 3
reports are included in this summary because of
their similarities. The morphology of the river was
altered by local degradation (between 2.4 m and
3.0 m), channel widening (an inctease of 46 m),
bank erosion, disruption of the sediment load,
and upstream degradation and related impacts
due to headcutting. Dredged holes acted as sed-
iment traps. Velocities in the dredged areas were
lower by up to one halt compared to the control
sites. Depths increased by 50-200% compared
to the control sites. Trere were very few effects
on water quality parameters. Substrates changed
from shallow, sand habitats (control sites) to mixed
habitats with an increase in the armored layer
(gravel and rubble at recently dredged sites) to
heavily silted habitats (at older dredged sites).

Biological Effects: Control areas had low diver-
sity of invertebrates. Recently dredged areas
had higher diversities due to exposure of the
armored layer, and increased variety of depths
and velocities. Therefore, species characteristic
of pools, riffles, and substrates other than sand
increased in the recently dredged sites. At the
older dredged sites, benthic invertebrates char-
acteristic of pools and silt substrates increased,
whereas species characteristic of other habitats
decreased in abundance. Species of fish that
declined included red shiner, sand shiner, and
river carpsucker, which were predominant in the
sandy, braided channels of the control sites.

Species that increased in the intermediate stages
of the progression but then declined included
shovelnose sturgeon, sturgeon chub, speckled
chub, emerald shiner, blue sucker, shorthead
redhorse, smallmouth buffalo, channel catfish,
stonecat, flathead catfish, goldeye, and sauger.
Fish species that increased in relative abundance
throughout the progression included gars, gizzard
shad, common carp, silver chub, river shiner,
bullhead minnow, bigmouth buffalo, white bass,
white crappie, and bluegill. In the later progres-
sion, density and diversity of species were less
than in the control stations.

Recommendations: Various alternatives were
discussed, such as no action, cessation of dredg-
ing, reduced quantity of material extracted, alter-
native stream sources for dredged materials, and
riparian mining. Proposals were made that would
maintain moderate habitat diversity in intensively
dredged parts of the channe!l, and substitution of
off-channel sites were suggested for some of the
lower channel sites. In another article, Li and
Simons (1979) recommended the use of a series
of small gabion check dams to control headcutting.

Study No. 6

Stream and Location: Chatahoochee River,
Georgia

Reference: Martin and Hess 1986

Type of Mining: In-stream sand and gravel min-
ing. and gravel washing operations with a small
settling basin connected to the river.

Physical Effects: One dredged area created a
long, deep pool (300 m by 2.5 m) with primarily
sand substrate, while the other dredged area cre-
ated a sediment trap at the upstream end, which
protected downstream riffle habitat. Renewal rates
varied from 3 days to 2 weeks. Water velocities
decreased from 0.71 m/sec in undredged areas
to 0.28 m/sec in the long, deep dredged pools.
Snags, woody debris, and other cover types were
removed to within 3 m of the stream bank.
Headcuts were formed at the upper end of dredged
areas. Excessive turbidities were evident down-
stream from the wastewater outlet and existed for
200 m downstream. Dissolved oxygen concen-
trations decreased from 7.6-6.9 mg/L at the lower
end of the dredged site. Bank erosion was evident
near the washing operations. No change in tem-
perature was observed.

Biological Effects: Densities of invertebrates
were lower in the dredged areas due, at least in
part, to reduced water velocities; however, power
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generation probably affected diversity of inverte-
brates more than the dredging activities. The num-
ber of competitive fisk and competitive fish species
(species with food habits similar to rainbow trout
and brown trout) were greater in the dredged area.
Species collected onlv in the dredged area included
spotted sucker. common carp. white catfish, red-
breast sunfish. warmouth. redear sunfish. and black
crappie. At 2 different stations. rainbow trout and
brown trout accounted for 96% and 82% of fish cap-
tured. respectively. in the undredged stations. 78%
and 17°1inthe recenly dredged stations. and 7%
and 40°% in the stations dredged 7 months previously.
The higher percentage of trout caught in the last
station was due to be'ter habitat caused by the
sediment trap arc stcckings of trout 2 months prior.
Larger troLt (> 360 mm) were more abundant in one
undredged stat.on. ard the condition of trout was
poorer in one dredg¢ 1 siie due indirectly to poor
habutat of loose. fire sand substrate. Generally. it
was concluded that i e removal of sand can be
beneficial io insect and trout abundance. while
removal of aravel arc woccy debns was ~ot. Sand
dredging 'at creates smaishort pools could be
beneficial ic trout

The Big Rib River near Marathon City.
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Recommendations: Dredged areas should not be
longer than 223 m. This figure was derived from a
mathematical formula based on size of materials “
removed. stream discharge. average water temper- 7/
ature. and width of the pool to be dredged. Other
recommendations included leaving an area above

and below the dredged pool in order to provide for a
40:60 pootriffle ratio. returning substrates > 2.5 cm.
restricting dredging to middle portions of a river

{(within 6 m of bank) to prevent bank erosion and

cover removal. and rehabilitating stream banks that

had been aftected by gravel washing operations.

Big Rib River:
A Wisconsin Case Study
of Gravel Mining Impacts

Introduction

During July and August 1987. we conducted a
2-week survey of 6 stations on the Big Rib River in
Marathon County between Marathon City and Rib
Falls. W.sconsin. The purpose cf our survey was to
evaluate and document impacts from sand and gravel
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mining on the habitat and hsh community of the Big
Rib River. Emphasis was on the area of most recent
in-stream sand and gravel mining. We also incor-
porated a fish survey done in August 1986 by DNR
Fisheries Management and Research personnel. That
survey was conducted on 2 sections of the Big Rib
River at or adjacent to our 1987 habitat and fish com-
munity survey. The purpose of the 1986 survey was
to document the status of the fishery in the 2 sections.

Description of Study Area

The Big Rib River, iocated in north-central
Wisconsin, originates at Rib Lake in Taylor County,
Wisconsin, and flows southeast for 88.8 km, meet-
ing the Wisconsin River at Wausau. The river has a
drainage area of 1267 km? (Henrich and Daniel 1983).
The lower portion of the Big Rib River is Class A
muskellunge water and provides recreational fishing
for many species including walleye, smallmouth
bass, northern pike, white sucker, and redhorse.

At our study area, the Big Rib River is a fifth-order
stream (Strahler 1957). Gradients ranged from 1.67
m/km at the upstream station to 0.55 m/km at the
downstream station. The area around the Big Rib
River contains well-sorted outwash deposits, which
include alluvium with stratified sand and gravel
deposits with some clay and silt intermixed (Devaul
and Green 1971, Zmuda 1982). These deposits
average about 30 m in thickness (Devaul and Green
1971). Bedrock is compos=d of Precambrian crys-
talline rock that can appear at the surface or be cov-
ered with thin drift (Devaul and Green 1971). In the
riparian zone, ground moraine deposits contain a
greater proportion of silt ard clay, with some stony
till and fragments of bedrock (Devaul and Green
1971, Zmuda 1982).

Methods
Station Selection

Our stations either had in-stream mining, were
impacted by in-stream mining, were adjacent to
current floodplain gravel mining, or had no past or
current in-stream mining or limited nearby floodplain
or riparian mining (unmined stations). For the nearby
floodplain and riparian mining areas, it was not pos-
sible to determine if actual mining was occurring at
the time of the study. Stations were numbered
sequentially, starting with Station 1 as the down-
stream station near Marathon City and ending with
the upstream Station 6 near Rib Falls (Fig. 1). The
description of each station is as follows:

*Miles upstream from the mouth of a river (Fago 1988).

Station 1 - Located at River Mile' 113.1, directly
downstream from an intensive floodplain mining
operation. This station was also downstream from
an area that was channelized in the late 1920s dur-
ing construction of State Highway 29. There are

12 mining sites in this area. The mining area is
characterized by open pits, washing ponds, pro-
cessing operations, and sand and gravel stockpiles.
At high water, some of the ponds are connected to
the river. Station 1 was 350 m long.

Station 2 - Located at River Mile 14.7, an unmined
station, with no current or historic in-stream mining,
and one floodplain mining site and 2 riparian mining
sites near the area. Station 2 was 440 m long.

Station 3 - Located at River Mile 16.5. Station 3
was an in-stream site that was dredged for sand
and gravel approximately 20 years ago and is in a
state of partial recovery. There are also 2 riparian
mining sites and one floodplain mining site located
near the area. Station 3 was 460 m long.

Station 4 - Located at River Mile 17.9. in an area
that had in-stream sand and gravel mining approxi-
mately 10 years before sampling. Excavation at
Station 4 began in 1973 and continued for 6 years.
Dredging created a 365 m by 60 m by 2.4 m-deep
river channel enlargement (Wis. Dep. Nat. Resour.
1987). The exact measurements of the area before
dredging are not known, but it can be assumed that
the dimensions were similar to the mean widths and
depths of the unmined stations. Figure 2 shows an
aerial view of the dredged site in 1979. Note the
enlargement of the river channel and uniform condi-
tions in the dredged area. Reclamation of the mined
area did not occur due to the lack of requirements in
effect at that time under Chapter 30 permits. In 1982,
a permit was issued in the same area to grade off
the top of a gravel bar on the upstream end of the
old excavation. There are 7 floodplain excavations
and one riparian excavation site located near this
area. There is also a low-water truck crossing at
the downstream end of this station. Station 4 was
150 m long.

Station 5 - Located at River Mile 18.0, immediately
upstream from Station 4. This station was impacted
by the downstream in-stream mining site. 1In 1984,
after excavation had ceased, the river cut a new
channel above the excavation site. The river relo-
cated around an existing waterfall, creating approxi-
mately 300 m of new channel. By 1985, nearly 95%
of the river flow was passing through the new channel.
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Figure 1. Location of stations sampled on the Big Rib River in 1987 (top) an
(bottom). Known floodplain gravel mining activities along the river are noted.
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d 1986

During our sampling in 1987,
all of the flow was passing
through the new channel.
Directly upstream from
Station 4 is an old scour
hole. Station 5 starts at the
old scour hole and continues
upstream to where the new
channel combines with the
old channel, upstream from
the old waterfall. Figure 3
shows an aerial view of the
dredged area in 1987. Note
the addition of the new chan-
nel, several sand and gravel
bars, and the connected pond
created since 1979. There is
one floodplain excavation
and one riparian excavation
in the area. Station 5 was
255 m long.

Station 6 - Located at River
Mile 19.0 and used as an
unmined station. There is
one proposed riparian mining
site in the area. Station 6
was 330 m long.

Stations from 1986 Survey

Two segments of the Big
Rib River had been surveyed
in 1986. The description of
these stations is as follows:

Station A - Located at River
Mile 17.8 and used as an
unmined station (Fig. 1).
Station A was located directly
downstream from Station

4 and included 2 riffles and

2 runs. There was a con-
nected pond located down-
stream from this area (Fig. 3).
Station A was 230 m long.

Station B (1986) - Located
in the same area as Station 4
of the 1987 survey; however,
it also included a portion
(approximately 130 m) of
Station 5. This station was
305 m long.



Figure 2. Aerial view of the
dredged site on the Big Rib
River taken in 1979 after
dredging had ceased. This
area became Station 4 and
Station 5 in our 1987 survey.
Note the enlargement of the
river channel and the uniform
conditions in the dredged
area.

Figure 3. Aerial view of the
dredged site (Station 4) and
impacted site (Station 5) on
the Big Rib River taken in
1987. Note the new channel
formed upstream from the
old dredged site, the forma-
tion of gravel bars and braided
channel downstream from
the new channel, the lack of
flow over the old watertall in
the old channel, and the cre-
ation ot a connected pond
downstream from the old
dredged site. The connected
pond was formerly a flood-
plain excavation site.
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Survey Techniques and Assessment

We assessed fish habitat at each station through
a habitat survey. Each station was quantitatively
and qualitatively sampled for specific habitat param-
eters, including channel width, depth, velocity, sub-
strate composition, in-stream cover types, bank
stability, and bend-to-bend ratio (distance between
bends divided by mean channel width). A transect
method was used to measure these parameters,
with transects spaced apart approximately the same
distance as the average stream width. In the case
of multiple reach types (riffles, pools, and runs),
transects were spaced one quarter of the length of
each reach type encountered. At each transect,
channel width and 4 depths and velocities (evenly
spaced along transects) were measured. Main
channel width (wetted portion of channel) was mea-
sured with a tape measure to the nearest 0.1 m,
along the transect line. Islands, isolated pools,
backwaters not in contact with the stream at the
transect. and wetlands or swamps along the stream
were not included in the measurement. Depths were
determined with a calibrated wading staff to the
nearest 0.01 m. Denths were averaged in order to
calculate a mean depth for each transect. Velocities
were measured with a digital current meter (Marsh
McBirney Model 201D) to the nearest 0.01 m/sec.
Substrate composition, in-stream cover, and bank
stability percentages were visually estimated for the
area immediately above and below each transect.
Estimates were con jucted by one observer to pre-
vent observer bias. Substrate types encountered
included boulder (> 256 mm along longest axis),
rubble/cobble (65-255 mm). gravel (2-64 mm), and
sand (inorganic material smaller than fine gravel but
coarser than silt, 0.062-1.9 mm) (Platts et al. 1983).
Substrate composition was estimated to the nearest
5% of the total surfzce area for each substrate type
encountered. In-stream cover types were also esti-
mated to the nearest 5% and included woody debris,
rocks/boulders, ove-hanging vegetation, undercut
banks, submerged macrophytes, emergent macro-
phytes, rubbish, and channel depth (> 1.0 m deep).
Bank stability {surface area protected against ero-
sion) was estimated to the nearest 5% for both the
left and right banks. The distance between bends
was measured with a tape measure (nearest 1.0 m)
from the center of each bend.

The entire station was electroshocked for all fish
species with a standard DNR DC (3 probes) stream
electroshocker powered by a T & J Power Guard XL
2500 watt AC generator. Generator output was
converted to DC current via a rectifier during shock-
ing. All fish captured at each station were preserved
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for later analysis and identification; however, fish
over 200 mm were identified, counted, weighed,
and released.

We used the Wisconsin version of the Index of
Biotic Integrity (IBI), developed by the DNR Bureau
of Research (Lyons 1992), to compare fish commu-
nities among stations (Table 1). 1Bl scores are
based on expectations derived from other rivers in a
similar geographic region on what a good, fair, or
poor fish community should look like. The IBI con-
siders 10 attributes of the fish community that are
termed metrics. Scores of 10 indicate that a metric
has a value similar to that of a high-quality, unde-
graded stream. Scores of 5 suggest some level of
degradation, and scores of 0 indicate potentially
serious problems in the fish community for the sec-
tion of stream being studied. The maximum possi-
ble composite score is 100, indicating a stream
representative of the highest environmental quality;
the lowest possible score is a 0, indicating a stream
suffering from major environmental degradation.
We used both adult and young-of-the-year fish
species in calculating the 1Bl scores.

All statistical analyses were performed using the
Statistical Analysis System (SAS 1985) software
package. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was used to compare habitat variables among sta-
tions. Residuals were examined to determine
whether assumptions of the analyses were satisfied.
Percentages were arcsine-transformed, and mean
depths and channel widths were log-transformed to
stabilize variance. Pairwise comparisons among
stations were carried out using Tukey's Studentized
Range Test and were considered significant if P < 0.05.
This test works well when sample sizes (number of
transects) are unequal (SAS 1985).

Results
Habitat Survey

Four of the stations (Stations 2, 3, 5, and 6) con-
sisted of all 3 reach types (riffles, pools, and runs),
while Station 1 consisted of pools and runs, with no

riffles present (Table 2). Station 4 consisted entirely

of runs, with no large pools or riffles present.
Station A, sampled in 1986, consisted of runs and
riffles, with no large pools present. Although riffles
and pools were present at some stations, runs were
the predominant reach type, except for Station 2.
The mean channel widths of the runs for each
station were fairly uniform (22-30 m wide), except
for Station 4 (Table 3). Station 4 averaged almost
60 m wide, which was significantly wider than the
other 5 stations. The in-stream mining operation,
completed in 1979, created a 60-m-wide channel



Table 1. Metrics (measurements) used to calculate the Wisconsin version of the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) for the Big

Rib River fish communities

Scoring Criteria

Category Metrics’ 0 2 5 7 10
Species richness Total no. native species 0-9 10 11-19 20 > 21
and composition No. darter species 0-1 2 3 4 >5
No. sucker species 0-2 - 3-4 - >5
No. sunfish species 0-1 - 2 - >3
No. intolerant species 0-2 - 3-5 - >6
Trophic composition Tolerant species (%) 51-100 50 21-49 20 0-19
and reproductive Omnivores (%) 41-100 40 21-39 20 0-19
function Insectivores (%) 0-29 30 31-59 60 61-100
Top carnivores (%) 0-6 7 8-13 14 15-100
Simple lithophilous spawners (%) 0-19 20 21-49 50 51-100

“Scores for each metric are summed to get an overall score for a fish community sample. The higher the score,
the better the fish community (possible range: 0-100). See Lyons (1992) for more detail.

Table 2. Lengths of the various reach types measured in the Big Rib River in 1986 and 1987.

Reach Type
Pool Riffle Run
Station Year Length (m) (%) Length (m) (%) Length (m) (%) Total Length (m)
A 1986 0 0 50 22 180 78 230
B 1986 0 0 0 0 305 100 305 .
1 1987 18 6 0 0 330 94 350
2 1987 255 58 55 13 130 29 440
3 1987 40 9 40 9 380 82 460
4 1987 0 0 -0 0 150 100 150
5 1987 70 27 55 22 130 51 255
6 1987 a0 27 75 23 165 50 330

Table 3. Characteristics of the run reaches in the stations on the Big Rib River in 1987.

Characteristic

Station Description No. Transects Mean Channel Width (m) Mean Depth (m)

1 Below floodplain mining 14 27.4°%° 0.582
(14.8) (0.41)

2 Unmined area 12 30.3° 0.602
(8.6) (0.32)

3 In-stream mining 18 29.9° 0.692
(10.9) (0.44)

4 In-stream mining 8 58.8 2 0.26 °
(57.2) (0.31)

5 Impacted area 12 22.4° 0472
(17.3) (0.27)

6 Unmined area 12 29.8° 0.482
(20.5) (0.25)

" Values in a column with the same letter are not significantly different from each other; whereas values

with different letters are significantly different (P < 0.05)

" Standard error is in parentheses. Although analyses were done on log-transformed observations,

means and standard errors are of the original observations.
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enlargement (Wis. Dep. Nat. Resour. 1987). Almost
10 years later, the area was still the same width.

The mean depths of the runs for each station
were also fairly uniform (0.47-0.69 m), except for
Station 4 (Table 3). Station 4 averaged only 0.26 m
deep, which was signif:cantly shallower than the
other 5 stations. When mining was discontinued in
1979 at Station 4, a dredge hole was created that
was 2.4 m deep (Wis. Dep. Nat. Resour. 1987).
Since then, the dredged hole has filled in with sand
and some gravel creating a wide, shallow area.

The percentages of substrate types varied among
stations. All stations, except Station 4, contained
some boulders, although amounts were fairly low
compared to other substrates (Table 4). Rubble/cobble
percentages ranged from 22-37%, except for
Stations 1 and 4 where values were 0%. The amount
of gravel substrate varied somewhat among stations,
with Station 5 the highest. Gravel substrate values
ranged from 23% at Station 2 to 66% at Station 5.
Percentages of sand varied greatly among stations
with Stations 1 and 4 containing the highest amount
(50% and 60%, respec’ively). Station 5 contained
the lowest amount, with only 7% of the surface area
covered by sand substrate.

The high percentage of sand at Station 4 is prob-
ably due to the combination of the direct removal of
gravel and rubble from the in-stream mining opera-
tion, leaving only sand substrate, and the filling in of
the dredged hole with sand and some gravel from
upstream sources. Wh=n the channel shifted at
Station 5, directly upstream from Station 4, a large
amount of eroded material (sand and gravel) was
probably transported downstream, filling in the
dredged area. Also, at Station 5, bank stability val-
ues for the left and right sides of the bank were
quite low, with minimum values of 0-10% (Table 5).
High flows througt this station would wash sand
and some gravel downstream into Station 4. The
reason for the high percentage of sand substrate at
Station 1 is unknown. However, we suspect that
sand has been washed into the river from the wash-
ing and stockpiling of sand and gravel at the flood-
plain gravel mining operations located upstream
from this station or that this section of river has been
affected by the channelization done during the late
1920s when State Highway 29 was constructed.

The lack of rubble/cobble at Station 4 is definitely
due to the in-stream mining operation that occurred
over 10 years ago (Table 4). All of the rubble/cobble
was removed and has not been replaced from
upstream sources. Note that Station 3, which was
mined approximately 20 years ago, does contain
some rubble/cobble. This suggests that Station 3
has partially recovered from the in-stream mining;
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however, the amount of material removed from the
area is not known. The lack of rubble/cobble at
Station 1 could be due to sedimentation from
upstream sources, such as the floodplain gravel
mining operation, thus covering any rubble/cobble
in the area. Again, this is only speculation, but there
were areas near the stream bank that did contain
sand, gravel, and rubble/cobble bars.

Cover is a measure of the area available as shel-
ter for fish. Cover was limited at all stations, except
for those stations that contained large, deep pools
(Table 5). The predominant cover type at all stations,
except Station 4, was channel depth, with some
woody debris present at Station 5. Station 4 con-
tained no cover, which is probably directly attributable
to in-stream mining. The dredged hole created by
the in-stream mining has since filled in with sand
and gravel. Any other cover types—such as woody
debris, rocks. and boulders—would have been
removed by the in-stream mining. No significant
differences occurred between stations for percent
total cover.

Percent bank stability is a measure of the area
that is not susceptible to erosion. Bank stability val-
ues were only fair to good at most stations, except
for Station 5. where values were very poor (Table
5). Bank stability values averaged only 34% at this
station and at certain areas were 0%. The erosion
problems at Station 5 were due to the relocation of

‘the channel. which was probably caused by head-

cutting from the in-stream mining operation just
downstream from this station. When the channel
relocated around the old waterfall. it cut through an
old flood channel and eroded the existing bank,
exposing mostly bare soil.

Fish Community Survey

The predominant (> 30 individuals) fish species
caught during our fishery survey in 1987 included
largescale stoneroller (all stations), common shiner
(Station 4 only). bigmouth shiner (Station 4 only),
longnose dace (Station 5 only). northern hog sucker
(Station 4 only), young-of-the-year black bullhead
(Station 2 only), smallmouth bass (Stations 2, 3,
and 4), rainbow darter (Stations 2, 3, 5, and 6), log-
perch (Station 4 only), and blackside darter (Station
2 only) (Table 6). All of these species, except big-
mouth shiner and young-of-the-year black bullhead,
were present (at least one individual) at all the sta-
tions sampled in 1987. Species found at Station 4
that were not found at the other stations in 1987
included bigmouth shiner and sand shiner. Both of
these species prefer sandy substrates and areas
open and free of vegetation (Becker 1983). The
habitat characteristics of Station 4 certainly fit this
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Table 4. Substrate composition of stations on the Big Rib River in 1987.

Station Description

Substrate Composition by Type (mean % of area)

Area (m?) Boulder Rubble/Cobble Gravel Sand

1 Below floodplain mining 9,590 3.0%° o® 47.0% 50.0 ®
(1.2)" (6.8) (5.7)

2 Unmined area 13,330 1562 3692 225¢ 25.0%
(3.8) (3.8) (3.7) (6.6)

3 In-stream mir ing 13,750 0.7° 22.12 40.0% 37.1 3
(0.7) (5.6) (4.4) (7.4)
4 In-stream mining 8,820 o® o° 40.0 % 60.0 2
(10.0) (10.0)
5 Impacted area 5,710 1.4° 25.72 65.7 @ 71¢
(0.9) (4.6) (6.0) (1.0)

6 Unmined area 9,830 9.2 21.72 30.0 ¢ 39.2@
(3.8) (5.3) (2.9) (9.4)

"Values in a column with the same letter are not significantly different from each other; whereas values with different letters

are significantly different (P < 0.05).

“Standard error is given in parentheses. Although analyses were done on arcsine-transformed data, means and standard

errors are of the original data.

Table 5. Available in-stream cover for adult fish and bank stabiiity values for stations sampled in 1987 in the Big Rib River.

In-stream Cover
(% of total surface area)

Bank Stability (% stable bank)

Channel Woody Total Left Bank Right Bank Grand
Station Description Depth Debris Cover Mean Minimum  Mean Minimum Mean
1 Below floodplain mining 17.0 0 17.0%° 59 30 66 50 62 ®
2 Unmined area 13.1 0 13.12 59 25 77 60 682
3 In-stream mining 43 0 432 78 50 90 90 842
4 In-stream mining 0 0 oe 80 80 50 50 65 ®
5 Impacted area 5.7 0.7 642 39 10 29 0 34°
6 Unmined area 7.5 0 752 69 50 73 30 713

"Values in a column with the same letter are not significantly different from each other; whereas values with different letters

are significantly different (P < 0.05).

description and are related to in-stream mining. In
contrast, rosyface shiner and banded darter were
present at all stations except Station 4. These species
prefer areas in or near rocky riffles (Becker 1983),
which were lacking at Station 4.

The smalimouth bass populations at the stations
were dominated by young-of-the-year, with very few
adults captured (Table 6) Of the captured adults,
only 3 were greater than the quality size (280 mm)
(Anderson and Gutreuter 1983), and none were
greater than the current minimum size limit, enacted
in 1989 (356 mm). Populations of walleye, which
were present but not common, were also dominated

by smaller individuals, with only one greater than
the quality size (380 mm) (Anderson and Gutreuter
1983). The rock bass, green sunfish, pumpkinseed,
and black crappie populations were also dominated
by smaller individuals, with none greater than their
respective quality size (Anderson and Gutreuter 1983).
The predominant (> 30 individuals) fish species
caught during the 1986 survey include largescale
stoneroller, northern hog sucker, and rainbow darter
(all at Station A only) (Table 6). Very few species
and individuals were captured at Station B during
the 1986 survey. Again, the smallmouth bass popu-
lations were dominated by young-of-the-year, and
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Table 7. Values used in calculating the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBl) scores for the stations surveyed in the Big Rib River

during 1986-87.

Values and IBI Scores by Station

1987 1986°

Metric 1 2 3 4 5 6 B
Total no. 19 (5)” 23 (10) 17 (5) 17 (5) 22 (10) 22 (10) 15 (5)
native species
No. darter 4(7) 5(10) 4(7) 3(5) 4(7) 4(7) 5 (10)
species
No. sucker 4 (5) 3(5) 3 (5) 2(0) 4 (5) 2 (0) 4 (5)
species
No. sunfish 1(0) 3(10) 0 (0) 0(0) 2(5) 3(10) 0 (0)
species
No. intolerant 7 (10) 7 (10) 6 (10) 5(5) 7(10) 7(10) 5 (5)
species
Tolerant 2(10) 0(10) 0(10) 2(10) 1(10) 1(10) 0 (10)
species (%)
Omnivores (%) 1(10) 0(10) 01 2(10) 1(10) 0(10) 0(10)
Insectivore (%) 45 (5) 88 (10) 65 (10 56 (5) 77 (10) 62 (10) 60 (7)
Top carnivores (%) 14 (7) 7 (2) 17 (4 10 (5) 3(0) 8 (2) 10 (5)
Lithophilous 44 (5) 23 (5) 63 (1 46 (5) 76 (10) 63 (10) 62 (10)
spawners (%)
1Bl Total 164) (82) (77) (50) (77) (79) (67)
Rating Good to Excellent Excellent Fair to Excellent Excellent Good to

Excellent Good Excellent

"No 1Bl score was computed for Station A (1986) due to the very low number of individuals caught.

" Numbers in parentheses are the score assigned to calculate the I1B!: 10 = Best, 0 = Worst. The higher the total 1B!
score, the better the fish community (possible range: 0-100).

none were greater than the quality size at either sta-
tion. Also, the walleye population at Station A was
dominated by smaller individuals, with none greater
than the quality size.

The fish communities at the stations were rated
using the Wisconsin version of the IBI (Lyons 1992)
(Table 7). The IBI score is an index of the overall
environmental quality of a stream or river. By itself,
the score does not indicate types of environmental
problems. However, sccres of the individual met-
rics often provide insight into the specific causes of
environmental degradation. Station 2 scored the
highest (82), which corresponds to a rating of excel-
lent. Similarly, Stations 3, 5, and 6 also scored high
(77, 77, and 78, respectively) and had excelient rat-
ings. Stations 1 and A had similar scores (64 and
67, respectively) and were rated between good and
excellent. Station 4 scored the lowest (50), which
still corresponds to a rating between fair and good.
No IBl score was computed for Station B due to the
very low number of individuals caught. However,

based on this low number, the biotic integrity of this
section was rated as very poor (Lyons 1992).
Metrics that consistently scored high for all stations
included percentages of tolerant and omnivore
species. Very few individuals categorized as toler-
ant or omnivore were captured during both years of
sampling. The metric that consistently scored low
for all stations was number of sucker species.
Although 5 species of suckers were caught in the
entire survey, usually only 3 or less were captured
at any one station. This could be due to the lack of
efficiency of capturing fish—especially suckers—in
the deeper pools at the stations. Several pools were
fairly deep (1.5-2.0 m) and were difficult to shock,
which could have lowered our catch of sucker species
as well as larger game fish. Other metrics that gen-
erally scored low for most stations were number of
sunfish species, percentage of top carnivores, and
number of native species. Sunfish and top carnivores
do best in deeper pool habitats and areas of exten-
sive cover. Except for the deeper pools, cover (such
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as woody debris and rccks/boulders) was lacking at
all stations. Thus, the low scores for these metrics
could be due to the lack of habitat for sunfish species
and top carnivores, and/or the inefficiency of captur-
ing fish in the large deep pools at some of the sta-
tions. The reason for the lower scores at some of
the stations for the number of native species is
related to the other metrics. The lack of sucker
species, sunfish species. and top carnivores at
most of the stations tended to lower the number

of total species caught. Generally, most stations,
except Station 4, contained good species richness
and had low numbers of fish in certain undesirable
metrics (percentages of tolerant and omnivore
species), which tended ta raise the averall 1Bl score.
This suggests that little anvironmental degradation
has occurred at most of the stations, especially the
unmined stations (Stations 2 and 6).

However, at Station 1, the site downstream from
a major floodplain gravel mining and washing oper-
ation, species richness was lower than the unmined
stations, and certain metrics—percentages of insecti-
vores, top carnivores, and lithophilous spawners —
also scored iow. As in some of the other stations,
the number of sucker species, sunfish species, and
top carnivores was low, which could be due to the
lack of cover (other thar channel depth) and/or the
low efficiency of sampling deeper pools. The lower
scores in percentages of insectivores and lithophilous
spawners are cause for concern. The lack of riffle
habitat, possibly caused by sedimentation from the
gravel washing operations, may have an effect on
these types of species. The IBI scores indicate that
some degradation has probably occurred.

At Station 4, the in-stream mining site, species
richness was fairly low and certain metrics (e.g.,
percentages of insectivores and lithophilous spawn-
ers) also scored low. In addition, in 1986, the catch
was so low that an IBI scare could not be computed.
This variability in catch between years shows that
the fish community at this station is unstable and
degraded, even though scores in 1987 were between
fair and good. One measure of poor biotic integrity
is a fish community that tiuctuates greatly in fish
abundance and species composition from year to
year. Also, the fish found in 1987 may have been
transient, staying in this area for a while, but then
moving either upstream or downstream in search of
cover and/or food. The fish communities above and
below this site scored either good or excelient and
almost certainly influenced the fish community at
Station 4. The habitat at Station 4 is definitely not
conducive to permanent habitation, except for some
cyprinid species. Sand was the dominant substrate,
and the station lacked cover, vegetation, and deeper
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areas. In contrast, the habitat above and below this
station is considerably better, containing a variety of
substrates and some cover, especially channel depth.
Although there were differences in the results between
the 2 surveys at Station 4, the fish community was
consistently in only fair condition, which suggests
that environmental degradation has occurred due
to in-stream mining.

Discussion

The unmined stations (Stations 2 and 6) and the
impacted station (Station 5) were found to have fairly
good habitat with a variety of reach types (riffies,
runs, and pools) and a variety of substrates. The
main problem at these stations was bank stability.
Bank stability values were only fair to good at Stations
2 and 6; values were poor at Station 5, with 0-10%
bank stability in certain areas.

Station 5 was formed when the channel was relo-
cated around an existing watertfall. Before this, part
of Station 5 was an overflow channel used by the
river during high flow (Wis. Dep. Nat. Resour. 1987).
This relocation was caused by a change in river
hydrautics and channel slope, which resulted from
the downstream dredged area (Station 4) (Wis. Dep.
Nat. Resour. 1987).

The relocation of the channel was probably caused
by a headcut. According to Leopold et al. (1964),
West (1978), and MacBroom (1981), a headcut will
progress upstream until an unerodable formation is
encountered. MacBroom (1981) also noted that a
headcut may move laterally at this point. This could
have happened at Station 5 when the waterfall was
encountered, thus, the headcut may have moved
laterally into the high flow channel, which then
became permanent. Associated with headcuts
are severe bank erosion and degradation (Bull and
Scott 1974, Crunkilton 1982, Simons and Li 1984,
Rivier and Seguier 1985). The poor bank stability
at Station 5 is probably a result of this headcut and
associated degradation, and also, in part, to being
the former overflow channel.

The higher amounts of gravel and low percentages
of sand at Station 5 were probably also the result of
channel degradation. As the channel degraded,
sand was washed downstream, which may have
exposed the underlying gravel. The soils in this
area are the Sturgeon type, which occur on flood-
plains and islands in large rivers, often dissected by
overflow channels (Fiala et al. 1989). The substra-
tum of some Sturgeon soils can be composed of
gravel or very gravelly sand (Fiala et al. 1989). This
could explain the high gravel content at Station 5.
The presence of the cover types channel depth and
woody debris was probably the result of channel



degradation and fallen trees from the eroded banks
or debris brought in by floodwaters.

IBI scores for the unmined stations (Stations 2
and 6) and the impacted station (Station 5) were all
excellent. These stations contained the highest
numbers of native species with at least 22 captured.
Generally, these stations contained good species
richness, with the exception of sucker species and
top carnivores. The lack of these species was evi-
dent throughout all of the stations sampled in the
Big Rib River. The lack of cover, and possibly pocor
sampling efficiency in the deeper pools (especially
at Station 2) could accoun’ for the lack of suckers
and top carnivores. Stations 2 and 5 contained the
highest number of individu il fish captured. Rainbow
darters comprised 56% of the total number of fish
caught at Station 5, probably due to the predomi-
nance of gravel substrates (nffle habitat)

The habitat at Station 3 which had in-stream
mining approximately 20 y=2ars ago, appeared 1o be
tn a state of recovery. Staton 3 contained all 3 reach
types; however, runs were predominant. Only one
small riffle and one small pool were found. This was
probably related to the in-stream mining that occurred,
which could have created a uniform channel (Yorke
1978). This station also had a fairly high bend-to-
bend ratio (BB = 20) and a sinuosity of 1.00. This
suggests that channel straightening occurred, prob-
ably from the in-stream mining activities (Woodward
Clyde Consult. 1976b, Yorke 1978). Mean channel
widths were similar to the unmined stations. indicat-
ing that channel widening had not occurred due to
the dredging operations. &tation 3 contained the
deepest mean depths of a'i the stations. The lack
of poo!l habitat, however, irdicates again the unifor-
mity of the channel created by the dredging opera-
tion 20 years ago.

Station 3 contained a variety of substrates.
including a fairly high percentage of rubble’'cobble
and gravel (62% of the total substrate). This again
indicates that this station is recovering and corre-
sponds well to the recovery rate of 10-25 years
reported by Simpson et al. (1982) for Midwestern

woodland streams and floodplains of medium-sized,

channelized rivers. Recovery rates depended upon
the recovery of substrates and other physical condi-
tions and the degree of mitigation.

Station 3 contained the second lowest amount of

in-stream cover. Again, the creation of uniform con-

ditions throughout the channel, the elimination of
pool habitat, and channel clearing is characteristic

of some in-stream mining operations (Hair et al. 1986).

Bank stability was not a problem at this station. In
fact, Station 3 had the highest overall bank stability.
Higher bank stabilities can be expected in some

channelized streams due to the lack of meanders
and increased conveyance of flood flows (Yorke
1978). Woodward Clyde Consultants (1980b) noted
that increased conveyance occurred in some Alaskan
streams due to in-stream gravel mining.

The 1Bl score for Station 3 was rated as excellent,
although species richness was lower than at the
unmined stations. This station lacked sunfish species,
and the total number of species and number of sucker
species was low. However, this station scored the
highest in percentage of top carnivores due to a
fairly high number of young-of-the-year smallmouth
bass. The lower species richness indicates that
some degradation has occurred due 1o the in-stream
dredging: however, the overall score indicates that
the area is recovering. The lack of sunfish species
and sucker species is probably due to the lack of in-
stream cover and pool habitat, respectively. Due to
the in-stream mining. most of the habitat consisted
of runs. In order to have a high quality stream or
river, habitat must contain a variety of reach types
(pools. riffles, and runs) and cover types.

The high number of young-of-the-year smallmouth
bass at Station 3 could have been due to uniform
velocities. which have been shown to attract younger
age classes of fish (Woodward Clyde Consult. 1980b).
In a study done on preferred velocities for feeding
young-of-the-year smallmouth bass. Simonson and
Swenson (1990) found that the optimum range was
from 0.08-0.13 m/sec. with an average of 0.11 m/sec.
Mean velocities for the run reach types at Station 3
were 0.19 m/sec: however, nearshore velocities
averaged 0.13 m'sec. Nearshore velocities at
Station 2. which had the second highest number of
young-of-the-year smalimouth bass present also
averaged 0.13 m/sec. All other stations had higher
velocities and lower numbers of young-of-the-year
smallmouth bass.

The habitat at Station 1, downstream from a
major floodplain gravel mining and washing opera-
tion, also contained predominantly run reach types,

- with one small pool. No riffle habitats were found in

this stretch. Ninety-seven percent of the substrate
was sand and gravel, with no rubble/cobble observed.
However, rubble/cobble was noted in the gravel
bars located on the stream banks. Riffle habitats
and rubble/cobble substrate exist in the unmined
and impacted sites, reference sites, and even in

the older dredged site (Station 3). Gravel washing
operations can discharge large amounts of sus-
pended sediments into rivers (Woodward Clyde
Consult. 1976a, 1976b; Rivier and Seguier 1985),
and overburden piles can also contribute to sus-
pended sediments (Woodward Clyde Consult. 1980b).
it is possible that any riffle habitats or rubble/cobble
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substrate that existed in this stretch of the main
channel may have been covered up by the sediments
from the gravel operations upstream from Station 1.
This area may also 1ave been affected by sedimen-
tation from the charnelization that occurred during
the late 1920s.

Mean channel widths and depths at Station 1
were similar to the unmined stations. As in most of
the other sites, channel depth was the only cover
type found. Bank stability values were only fair at
this station. Bank erosion has been documented at
gravel washing operations (Martin and Hess 1986).
Increased erosion could also add to the suspended
sediments being deposited in the river channel.
The soils in this are. of the Big Rib River are mostly
Fordum and Sturgeon types (Fiala et al. 1989).
Sturgeon soils were discussed earlier, and Fordum
soils are very similar. Fordum soils are found in
overflow channels, 1>w floodplain areas, and on
islands in large rivers. The substratum is composed
entirely of sand. Therefore, increased erosion would
also contribute sand and gravel to the river.

The IB! score for Station 1 was rated between
good and excellent. Species nchness was lower
than at the unmined sites. but similar to the older
dredged sie (Station 3). However. lower scores in
percentages of insectivores, top carnivores. and
lithophilous spawne's resulted in a decrease in the
overall IBI score. Deposition of fine substrates has
been shown to alfect insectivores and simple.
lithophilous spawne ‘s (Berkman and Rabeni 1987)
by filling the interstices of gravel, thus decreasing
invertebrate densities and species richness (Chutter
1969. Woodward Clyde Consult. 1976b, Crunkiltion
1982, Rivier and Seguier 1985). Increased sedi-
mentation of gravel beds also affects spawning
habitat and the development of fish eggs (Cordone
and Kelly 1961, Woodward Clyde Consult. 19760,
Rivier and Seguier 1985). This station also had the
lowest number of tish caught of any of the stations
sampled in 1987. In addition to deposition. the
floodplain gravel mining operation and associated
connected ponds might cause other problems
related to water quaunty, such as high turbidities and
temperatures, which could influence the fish com-
munity. The IBI scores indicate that some degrada-
tion has probably occurred.

The habitat at Station 4, which had in-stream
dredging approximately 10 years ago, had the worst
habitat of all the stations. No pools or riffles existed
in this stretch, mean channel widths were nearly twice
the width of the unmined stations, mean depths
were at least one ha'f of the depth of the unmined
stations, substrates consisted predominantly of
sand with some small gravel intermixed, no cover
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existed, and bank stability values were only fair.
Basically, the area is flat, wide, shallow, and sandy,
with no in-stream cover. The obvious cause of this
was the in-stream dredging that occurred 10 years
before sampling. The mining excavation enlarged
the channel, cleared the area of all snags and vege-
tation, and removed the majority of the rubble/cob-
ble and gravel that existed. The dredged hole has
since filled in with sand and some gravel from
upstream sources. Not only did the mining opera-
tion affect the actual dredged area, but it also affected
the upstream area by creating a headcut, which
diverted the channel into a former high flow chan-
nel, completely eliminating an existing waterfall. All
of these impacts were discussed in the literature
review and typically occur with in-stream sand and
gravel mining operations.

The fish community at Station 4 was rated as
only fair to good in 1987, and was so poor in 1986
that an Bl score could not be computed. While
scores improved in 1987, the high variability in the
fish community indicated a degraded condition. The
higher scores and more diverse communities both
upstream and downstream from this area may have
accounted for some of this variability, and certain
fish species may be moving through this dredged
area en route 1o better habitat. Although our sam-
pling was hmited to 2 brief surveys, we believe that
the in-stream dredging 10 years ago degraded the
fish community in this stretch, and that it will take
years 1o recover.

Summary and Conclusions

Literature Review

The hterature review focused on the physical and
biological effects of in-stream and stream-connected
floodplain sand and gravel mining. The primary
physical effects included modifications of the stream
channel. flow patterns, bedload transport, and water
quality: an additional effect was increased headcut-
ting. Stream channel modifications included
enlargement of the stream channel causing uniform
conditions similar to the effects of channelization
and channel clearing. Deep pools are often created,
but often fill with sand or silt in a short time. Flow
patterns and velocities may be altered, with veloci-
ties increasing upon entering the dredged area and
then decreasing due to channel widening. Bottom
substrates and bedload transport are often altered
with a change in substrates from coarser gravel to
sand or silt, thus eliminating habitat diversity.
Bedload transport and suspended sediments will
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increase due to bank erosion, gravel washing oper-
ations, and the actual dredging operation. Increased
headcutting will occur at the upstream end of the
dredged hole and can cause severe degradation
and bank erosion. Headcutting will occur until gra-
dients become uniform or until an unerodable
source is met, but then may move laterally across
the stream. Changes in the stream channel and the
actual mining operation :an alter water quality
parameters, including increased turbidity, reduced
light penetration, and increased water temperatures.

Gravel mining operations and the associated
physical effects can affect stream biota including
plant communities and invertebrate and fish popula-
tions. Plant communities and plant metabolism may
be reduced by high turbidities, increased sedimen-
tation, decreased light, changes in substrate, and
channel clearing. Invertebrate populations, includ-
ing mussels, can be reduced by the actual removal
of the organisms. Reduction can also occur through
the disruption of habitat by sedimentation, removal
of woody debris, or by changes in substrates from
gravel to sand and/or silt. Fish populations may be
influenced or altered by eliminating spawning and
nursery habitat and by removing riffie habitat and
cover. Changes in habitat may change fish commu-
nities from riffle-specific species to run-specific
species. Fish populations can also be influenced by
changes in the trophic dynamics of fish communities,
which aftect the nutritior and health of fish.

In conclusion, fish, aq.atic invertebrate, and plant
communities can be altered by gravel mining opera-
tions both in density anc diversity by alterations in
channels, stream banks. and water quality, and by
the outright elimination of habitat. Most of these
alterations can be adverse to various fish species,
and can result in degradation of habitat and the bio-
logical communities in the affected streams. Six
case studies from states outside of Wisconsin that
documented many of these physical and biological
effects of in-stream and floodplain sand and gravel
mining were outlined.

Big Rib River Survey

A survey was conducted on portions of the Big
Rib River for habitat and fish community character-
istics during 1986-87 in order to examine the poten-
tial impacts of floodplain and in-stream gravel mining.
Two stations were surveyed in 1986: one had
received in-stream mining approximately 10 years
prior (Station A) and one was downstream from this
station (Station B). Six stations were surveyed in
1987: 2 had received in-stream mining in the past
(Stations 3 and 4), one had been impacted by an

in-stream mined station (Station 5), one was below
an active floodplain mining operation (Station 1),
and 2 had only limited nearby floodplain or riparian
mining (unmined Stations 2 and 6).

Habitat characteristics, including percentages of
sand and rubble/cobble, mean channel width, and
mean depth of runs differed among stations. Station
4 had the worst habitat. The in-stream mining oper-
ation created an area that is flat, wide, shallow, and
sandy, with no in-stream cover. The mining opera-
tion also affected the upstream area by creating a
headcut, which diverted the channel into a former
high flow channel (Station 5) and completely elimi-
nated an existing waterfall. Station 1 contained no
riffle habitats, and substrates were predominantly
sand and gravel, with no rubble/cobble present. Any
riffle habitats or rubble/cobble substrate that existed
in this stretch may have been covered up by sedi-
ments from the upstream gravel mining operations.
Station 3. which had in-stream mining approximately
20 years ago. appeared to be in a state of recovery.
This station contained all 3 reach types and con-
tained a variety of substrates, including rubble/cobble.

The quality of the fish communities was rated using
the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI). Again, Station 4
had the worst score. 1Bl scores in 1987 were fair to
good, while in 1986 the fish community was so poor
that no score could be computed. This high variabil-
ity in the fish community at Station 4 indicates a
degraded condition. IBI scores for Station 1 indi-
cated that some degradation has probably occurred
because of low numbers of fish and lower scores in
the trophic and reproductive metrics, possibly due
to sedimentation. The unmined stations (Stations
2 and 6). the older in-stream mined station {Station
3), and the impacted station (Station 5) all scored
excellent ratings.

In conclusion, physical habitat assessment and
the IBI are 2 different ways of examining the effects
of sand and gravel mining. The IBI can be used as
an index of the quality of the entire ecosystem,
whereas the habitat assessment can be more sen-
sitive to impacts such as changes in substrate com-
position, channel width, depth, and bank stability.

In the stations affected by sand and gravel mining,
the physical habitat was affected more than the fish
communities. However, in the area that was dredged
10 years before sampling (Station 4), the fish com-
munity was quite variable between the 2 sampling
years. This is a definite indication of a degraded
fish community, which was probably influenced by
the fish communities upstream and downstream.
Overall, our results suggest that gravel mining has
had a negative impact on the fish communities and
the fish habitat of the Big Rib River.
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Management and Research
Recommendations

The literature review shows that serious environ-
mental damage, both physical and biological, can
result from in-stream and floodplain sand and gravel
mining. Also, our habitat survey of the Big Rib River
showed that in-stream mining can not only affect
the physical habitat of the dredged area, but also
upstream areas. Although recent regulations allow
in-stream mining only in unusual circumstances, we
still recommend that consideration be given to ban-
ning all in-stream mining activities.

if such a ban is not implemented, we would rec-
ommend a monitoring and research program that
involves inter-disciplinary studies of stream condi-
tions before, during, and after gravel mining. There
is a nationwide void in the literature related to these
types of studies. Techniques for mitigation, which is
now required under NR 340, should also be evaluated.
Mitigation techniques could include bank stabiliza-
tion, erosion control, rehabilitation of stream chan-
nels, and revegetation. In addition, the sizes and
types of buffer strips that best protect streams from
floodplain mining, types of pit designs, and influences
of connected pits need to be studied. Devices or
techniques need to be developed that could recycle
wastewater from gravel washing operations.

Specific recommendations for the Big Rib River
and the surrounding area influenced by gravel exca-
vations include continued monitoring of mined areas
(both in-stream and floodplain) and unmined areas
through continued habitat and fishery surveys. Due
to variability in the results of these relatively short-
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term surveys, we recommend that surveys be done
every 3-5 years, in order to document further impacts
and possible recovery of these sites. Future surveys
should be conducted by an interdisciplinary team
from DNR Fisheries Management and other DNR
programs, such as Wildlife Management and Water
Resources. Future surveys should also ook at the
effects of mining on: water quality, suspended sedi-
ments from erosion and gravel washing operations,
invertebrate populations of the river, and connected
ponds. Rehabilitation of the in-stream mined area
(Station 4) should be considered, in order to deter-
mine what habitat improvement techniques will work
on dredged areas. For example, rock gabions could
be used to control headcutting or rechannel the flow
back into the old channel above Station 4, re-estab-
lishing the old waterfall.

Our research indicates that a statewide survey of
the extent of mining in Wisconsin is needed. We
believe that mining and its attendant effects on
stream resources are more widespread than most
people realize. This survey should document the
location of impacts, the extent of the problem, and
types of mining operations. This information could
then be used to formulate a statewide data base.

Finally, research should also be conducted on the
effects of floodplain and riparian (upland) mining,
such as open-pit mining, which were not considered
in this report. A literature review should be conducted
to examine the effects on terrestrial habitat and
biota, including wetlands; the effects on groundwater,
flood flows, surface runoff, water retention, and flood
elevations; the extent of this type of mining; and the
guidelines that are needed to regulate riparian mining.



Appendix. Scientific names of fishes cited.”

Common Name

Scientific Name

Common Name

Scientific Name

Lamprey

American brook lamprey

Shovelnose sturgeon
Gars

Longnose gar
Gizzard shad
Threadfin shad
Goldeye

Whitefish

Salmon

Sockeye salmon
Rainbow trout
Cutthroat trout
Round whitefish
Mountain whitefish
Atlantic salmon
Brown trout

Arctic char

Arctic grayling
Central mudminnow
Northern pike
Muskellunge
Stoneroller
Stoneroller
Central stoneroller
Largescale stoneroller
Common carp
Speckled chub
Sturgeon chub
Silver chub
Hornyhead chub
Emerald shiner
River shiner
Common shiner
Bigmouth shiner
Red shiner
Rosylace shiner
Sand shiner
Redfin shiner
Blacktail shiner
Mimic shiner
Bluntnose minnow
Bullhead minnow
Squawfish
Longnose dace
Creek chub

River carpsucker
White sucker
Mountain sucker

Ichthyomyzon spp.
Lampetra appendix
Scaphirhynchus platorynchus
Lepisosteus spp.
Lepisosteus osseus
Dorosoma cepedianum
Dorosoma petenense
Hiodon alosoides
Coregonus spp.
Oncorhynchus spp.
Oncorhynchus nerka
Oncorhynchus mykiss
Oncorhynchus clarki
Prosopium cylindraceum
Prosopium williamsoni
Salmo salar

Salmo trutta

Salvelinus alpinus
Thymallus arcticus
Umbra himi

E:oxlucius

Ecox masquinongy
Cornpostoma spp.
Campostoma spp.
Campostoma anomalum
Campostoma oligolepis
Cypninus carpio
Macrhybopsis aestivalis
Macrhybopsis gelida
M.crhybopsis storeriana
Noconus biguttatus
Notropis atherinoides
Notropis blennius
Luxilus cornutus
Notropis dorsalis
Cyninella lutrensis
Notropis rubelius
Notropis stramineus
Lythrurus umbratilis
Cyprinella venusta
Notropis volucellus
Pimephales notatus
Pimephales vigilax
Ptychocheilus spp.
Rninichthys cataractae
Semotilus atromaculatus
Carpiodes carpio
Catostomus commersoni
Catostomus platyrhynchus

Blue sucker
Northern hog sucker
Smalimouth butfalo
Bigmouth buttalo
Spotted sucker
Redhorse

Silver redhorse
Gray redhorse
Golden redhorse
Shorthead redhorse
White catfish

Black bullhead
Yellow bullhead
Channel catfish
Stonecat

Flathead catfish
Burbot

Blackstripe topminnow

Western mosquitofish
Brook silverside
Inland silverside
White bass

Rock bass
Redbreast sunfish
Green sunfish
Pumpkinseed
Warmouth
Bluegill

Longear sunfish
Redear sunfish
Smalimouth bass
Spotted bass
Largemouth bass
White crappie
Black crappie
Rainbow darter
Fantail darter
Johnny darter
Orangethroat darter
Banded darter
Yellow perch
Logperch
Blackside darter
Sauger

Walleye
Freshwater drum
Seatrout

Slimy sculpin
Riffle sculpin

Cycleptus elongatus
Hypentelium nigricans
Ictiobus bubalus
Ictiobus cyprinellus
Minytrema melanops
Moxostoma spp.
Moxostoma anisurum
Moxostoma congestum
Moxostoma erythrurum
Moxostoma macrolepidotum
Ameiurus catus
Ameiurus melas
Ameiurus natalis
Ictalurus punctatus
Noturus flavus
Pylodictis olivaris

Lota lota

Fundulus notatus
Gambusia affinis
Labidesthes sicculus
Menidia beryllina
Morone chrysops
Ambloplites rupestris
Lepomis auritus
Lepomis cyanellus
Lepomis gibbosus
Lepomis gulosus
Lepomis macrochirus
Lepomis megalotis
Lepomis microlophus
Micropterus dolomieu
Micropterus punctulatus
Micropterus salmoides
Pomoxis annularis
Pomoxis nigromaculatus
Etheostoma caeruleum
Etheostoma flabellare
Etheostomna nigrum
Etheostoma spectabile
Etheostoma zonale
Perca flavescens
Percina caprodes
Percina maculata
Stizostedion canadense
Stizostedion vitreum
Aplodinotus grunniens
Cynoscion spp.

Cottus cognatus
Cottus gulosus

* Taxonomy of fishes cited in the report follows Robins et al. (1991).
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Digging gravel from the beds of Arkansas’s mountain streams is a
controversial practice. Is it harming our fisheries? Should it be
stopped immediately? Here are the

“Facts About In-Stream Gran

In Arkansas, removing gravel from a stream for highway
construction, road improvements or other uses is a “hot”
topic. Some believe in-stream gravel mining is a God-given
landowner right. If the owner wants to dig gravel from a
stream on his property to sell or use, it's nobody’s business.
But in-stream gravel mining can be environmentally
unsound and could lead to the ruination of free-flowing
mountain streams. This type of mining can harm fish
populations and other animals that live in or use the
affected stream. It also affects other landowners - upstream
and down - and those who visit streams for sightseeing,
canoeing, fishing or swimming.

Gravel has been mined from streams in the Ozark and
Quachita mountains for decades. Gravel is removed from
the bottom, sides or islands of a stream, normally by
bulldozer, front-end loader or dragline. The process may
also include washing sand, silt and other materials from
gravel before it's transported.

Arkansans have many m:staken notions about gravel
mining, and these contribute to the problems caused by
indiscriminate gravel removal. Let’s address some of these
misunderstandings.

Muyth: Gravel is a renewable resource, and when |
remove several vards from a stream, it will fill in quickly,
with no harm to anyone.

Fact: Gravel is made by the physical weathering of rocks.

16

That process is very slow, and the weathering of rock does
not keep pace with the removal of gravel from streams.
Dredged-out holes in streams will refill with gravel, but
this is usually due to erosion from an upstream bank. For a
gravel miner to get gravel replenished in a stream hole on
his land, a landowner upstream must lose some stream-
bank acreage to provide that gravel.

Myth: All in-stream gravel mining is detrimental to
streams, no matter what the magnitude, and should be
stopped immediately.

Fact: The small, widely scattered gravel operations of the
past had little impact on stream ecosystems. Even today.
landowners using small amounts of gravel from dry gravel
bars or floodplains aren’t causing major problems.

The problem today lies largelv with commercial interests
and private landowners selling to commercial interests.
These interests are mining huge areas of Arkansas’s
mountain streams, and this large-scale mining is harming
stream habitat and fisheries. The large number of these
operations creates a need for more enlightened use of
gravel resources from the Ozarks and Quachitas.

Myth: No study has shown gravel mining is harmiul.

Fact: Scientific research on the impacts of gravel mining
on streams was scarce until the last few years. But recent
studies in Wisconsin, North Carolina and Arkansas found
that in-stream mining can have many adverse effects on

Arvara, Wildtite
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INSTREAM SAND AND GRAVEL MINING

Kent L. Nelson
North Carolina Wiidlife Resources Commission
512 North Salisbury Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1188

Introduction

Minin'g sand and gravel aggregates from streams and rivers is a common practice in many
regions.  Although land surface mining operations are more prevalent, 10-20% of domestic
roduction of sand and gravel is dredged from streams (Newport and Moyer 1974). Sand and
gravel deposits are removed from the streambed by dragline, shovel, or dredge (e.g., suction
or hydraulic, bucket-ladder, clamshell) and processed at an upland site or on the dredge.
Aggregates are screened and graded in wash water from the stream. Some mining operations
discharge the wash water into settling pits prior to release. Although various mining techniques
have different impacts on water quality, the differences are difficult to quantify (U. S. Army
Corps of Engineers 1984). Processing materials on a dredge results in the direct return of wash
water at the processing point. In comparison, land processing plants return wash water to the
river at different points, either directly or indirectly through settling ponds.

Among the primary physical impacts of instream mining are increases in bedload
materials and turbidity, changes in substrate type and stability, and alteration of stream
morphology. The impacts of mining in a specific stream vary with habitat type and biota, and
the nature and extent of the mining activity. Potential negative impacts from sedimentation and
turbidity include: limiting photosynthesis, decreasing aquatic invertebrates, destroying spawning
habitat, and diminishing eggs, larvae, and adult fish stocks. Changes in substrate type and
channel morphology may also affect distribution, abundance, and diversity of fishes and benthic

organisms.

Physical Considerations

Stream course, depth, and pool-riffle ratio

Instream mining may directly affect stream and river morphology, or site construction
may alter the channel or divert flow for equipment access. Removal of large quantities of sand
or gravel often results in deepening the channel, depending upon the mining techniques utilized.
Pools dredged in some rivers, especially in areas of deposition, will have a tendency to fill in,
while in other areas the newly constructed pools represent long-term habitat changes (Lee 1973).
Extensive dredging may alter the pool-riffle ratio, depending on pool location, substrate mined,
local edaphic conditions, bedload in the system, and the size of mining operations. A significant
reduction in bedload could effect scouring and degrading, especially in streams with erodible
beds; however, stream beds of rock, gravel, or resistant clays may be unaffected. Stream banks
and shallow shoreline areas may be lost during mining, either by direct destruction or
secondarily through erosion.
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Abstract

Based on a literature review, the primary physical and biological effects of in-stream sand and
gravel mining and stream-connected floodplain excavations are: (1) stream channel modifications,
including alterations of habitat, flow patterns, sediment transport, and increased headcutting; (2)
water quality modifications, including increased turbidity, reduced light penetration, and increased
water temperatures; (3) changes in aquatic plant communities through channel clearing and changes
in substrates; (4) changes in aquatic invertebrate populations through direct remaval, disruption ot
habitat, and increased sedimentation; and (5) changes in fish populations through the alteration and
elimination of spawning and nursery habitat and through alterations in the food web, which can affect

- the nutrition, health, and growth of fish. Six case studies from states outside of Wisconsin are pre-

sented that document many of these physical and bioiogical effects.

To examine the potential impacts of floodplain and in-stream gravel mining, we sun/eyed portions
of the Big Rib River, Marathon County, Wisconsin, for habitat and fish community characteristics dur-
ing August 1987. We had 6 stations; 2 had received past in-stream mining, one had been impacted
by in-stream mining, one was below extensive, active floodplain mining, and 2 were near limited
floodplain or riparian mining (unmined stations). Habitat characteristics—most notably percent sand,
percent rubble/cobble, mean channel width, and mean depth of runs—differed among stations.
Station 4, which had the most recent in-stream mining (approximately 10 years before sampling),
had the worst habitat.

We rated the quality of the fish communities using the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBl). Overall, the
3 stations with in-stream or adjacent floodplain gravel mining had poorer quality fish communities
than the 2 unmined stations and the one impacted station. Station 4 had the worst'score. Our results
suggest that gravel mining has had a negative impact on the fish communities and fish habitat of the
Big Rib River.

Key words: Streams, sand and gravel mining, habitat alterations, water quality, fish, invertebrates,
Big Rib River.
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Impacts of Gravel Mining on Gravel Bed Streams

ARTHUR V. BROWN*
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Abstract.—The impacts of gravel mining on physical habitat, fine-sediment dynamics, bioﬁl}n.
invertebrates, and fish were studied in three Ozark Platcaus gravel bed strecams. Intense studies
were performed upstream, on site, and downstrcam from onc large mine on each stream. Inver-
tebrates and fish were also sampled in disturbed and reference riffics at 10 small mines. Gravel
mining significantly altered the geomorphology, fine-particle dynamics, turbidity, and biotic com-
munities. Stream channel form was altered by increased bank-full widths, iengthened pools, and
decreased riffles in affected reaches. Fine particulate organic matter transported from riffles to
pools was decreased. Biofilm organic content was decreased on flats and increased on remaining
riffles. Density and biomass of large invertebrates and density of small inveriebrates were reduced
at the small, more frequently mined sites. Total densitics of fish in pools and game fish in pools
and riffies were reduced by the large mines. Silt-sensitive species of fish were less aumerous
downstream from mines. Attempts to mitigate or restore sireams impacted by gravel mining may
be incffective because the disturbance results from changes in physical structure of the streambed
over distances of kilometers upstream and downstream of mining sites. Strcam morphology was
changed by lack of gravel bedload, not by how bedload was removed. Mining gravel from stream
channcls results in irreconcilable multiple-use conflicts.

Introduction

Many streams are of the alluvial gravel, riffie
and pool channel form, especially in the midcon-
tinental United States where their beds pass
through geologically old gravel deposits (Brussock
et al. 1985; Brown and Matthews 1995). Gravel is
taken directly from these stream channels in in-
creasingly large quantitics primarily for construc-
tion of roads and highways. Large volumes of ag-
gregate (sand and gravel) are obtained by the
dredging of navigable rivers to maintain deep
channels (Lagasse et al. 1980; Lagassc 1986).
Considcrable amounts are also mined from small
streams, where there is less regulation by govern-
mental agencies, such as the U.S. Army Corps of
Engincers. Removal of sand and gravel from rivers
and strcams may have extensive negative effects
on their biotic communities.

Considerable interest in the effects of the re-
moval of aggregate on rivers and strcams has de-
veloped recently (Kanchl and Lyons 1992; Hart-
ficld 1993; Mossa and McLean 1997; Pringle 1997,
and references therein), but there have been no

* Carresponding author: arthrown@comp.uvark.edu

comprehensive studies of the impacts of gravcl
removal on the various components of gravel bed
stream ccosystems. A study by Weigand (1991) in
the Puyallup River system in Washington rcported
that gravel scalping (the removal of alluvial ma-
terial above the wetted perimeter) reduced_the
amount of habitat suitable for rcaring juvenile
stcelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss and juvenile coho
salmon O. kisutch that require side-channel pools
during their first ycar of growth. Other studies of
the eficcts of gravel harvest (Rivier and Sequier
1985; Martin and Hess 1986) on stream commu-
nities havc indicated that environmental degra-
dation is difficult to document through standard
mcthads of environmental monitoring unless the
impact is obvious (e.g., stranding of fish and in-
vertebrates) and immediate (c.g., samples taken
during gravel removal operations). It has been sug-
gested that alterations in biological communities
resulting from extraction of gravel have been
caused primarily by alteration of flow patterns due
to changes in the shape of the river channel and
by excessive sediment suspcnsion (Reiser and
Bjornn 1979; Rivier and Scquicer 1985).

The impact of dredging on large rivers has re-
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ASU Study Finds Stream Gravel
Z:::m Hurts Areas Economicalls

By Carol Griffee

Mining gravel connuerci; ally
from five streams in the stae i
hurting the areas cconmmnically,
Arkansas  Stare University
rescarchers have found in the first
study of its Kind ever done,

The Jonesboro Univer Iy wis
hired carly this year to do the
$08,731 economic study for a 13-
member task force the Gener: _
Assembly created in the wahe of
ficree battle over stream T.:..r._
mining in the 1995 legislative ses-
<ion

Ihe rescarchers were directed 1o
ather and analyze Q,::::_:, and
environmental data on Timpact
areas™ i the vicinity of the J_,::r
River in Northeast Arkans:
Crooked Creek, Kings River ._:a

Nutrition:

By Craig L. Viscardis
There are three basic factors that
influe er guality -~ nutrition,
IS netics.

River in Northwest
Caddo River in

the THinois
Arkansas, and the ¢
Southwest Arkansas.

They found the estimated loss
fram stream gravel nuning annual-
ly wtals $7,578,304 — $779 L4
ltom lost tarm revenue, $841,146
from real estate lost, $1,717,594
from dany aged fisheries, and
$4,240.523 in shorter recreation:l
stays by visitors.

Comnicrcial gravel mining pro-
duces annual economic benelits
taling about $6.6 million in the
arcas, according to the study.
Theretore, summarized task force
member John Holleman of Bryant,
losses exceed benefits by about
$900.,000).

The task force is _:M..___w polar-
ized between gravel miners, their

or two factors: amount of stored
fat stored during pre-rut and avail-
ability of high encrgy loods after
the rut.

alhies, and conscervationists. Both
sides say they have certin 1eserva-
tiony about methodologies used in
the study, but the task force aceept-
ed the feport at its meeting Nov, 1|
with praise for the ASU teani. Dr.

Joe “Tulhis of Mountain Home said
they had “done a good job with the

time and money they had.”

The most often heard statement
about the report was nat the daty
on ming were “hard™ or real,
based on intormation supphied by
the :::ZQ whereas Higures on
—CJUFV _..:_. =_.:C Ciiviiviiiciitag
_:umnv,. were "soft” and based on
speculation. This is a standard crit
icism of cconomic analyses involy-
ing environmental issucs

The rescarch :ju:n::r.,,. on the
project were cconuniists Dy,

desired, be sure 10 select plants
that are adequate in the soils and
climate” vish to plant.

supPrt NTAL FEED

Randy Kesselring and  Dan
Marburger of ASUs College of
Busiess and Dys, _,:.: wd Grippo
and  George  Ilarp  in the
Department  of  Biological
Sciences,

“This is the tirst time the envi-
ronmentalisis have ever whipped
industry in a study like this.” tusk
force member Dr. C.D. Dowell of
Russellville, an Arkansas Tech
University professor, commented.
He was the only Lask force member
Lo vote against aceepting the
Tepoii.

“It was not our purpose to whip
anybody,” Dr. Grippo responded,
adding that he, oo, was “sur-
prised” at the outcome.

Joe David Rice. director of thie
state Tourism Division and an

The Easiest Way To Better Deer

essential nutrients and vitamins,
Once you begin supplemental
_r.rr__:m, it should not stop atier

deer season

adviser to the task ::‘cr.. (o
reporter it ULS. Sen. |
Bumpers™ atfice had ashed
Library of Congress (o do i we
Wide scarch for studies on e
nonic mmpact of stream ar;
mming. None could be foun
said,

The task foree spent the re
s meeting adopting an outline
s final report duc to the gove
and the Legislative Councyl
Deco Iand then miaking w
changes and other adjustment
i,

Gravel miners came (0 the (.
hoping o recommend vepeal of
stute Taw that bans their opera
i 24 Arkansas streams design
by the Pollution Control
Leology Commission as “exi
dinary water resources™ in
state’s water quality stundards,

They also wanted to roll b
PC&LE's Regulation 15, wh
requires pennits and scts co
tons Tor coomercial gravel ng
in strear tare not design;

v g :
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XIvV. SUMMARY

This study approached the economic impact of the gravel mining on the local economy by
developing an economic and environmental model for estimating the benefits derived and the costs
incurred by gravel mining. The development and the economic conditions prevailing in the impact
area were discussed and analyzed at the beginning of the study. The determination of the regional
employment and regional income multipliers were estimated by using an economic base analysis.

These multipliers were estimated to be:

Employment Multiplier = 2.254
Income Multiplier = 1.95

The benefits derived by the regional economy as a result of gravel mining are as follows:

Employment = 552 workers
Population = 2075 people

Education = 540 students
Income = $6.6 millions

The major recipients of the average annual gravel mining expenditure ($3,363,650) are:

Financial Institutions (Saving) $ 111,000

Food 760,185

Restaurants 109,390
Housing 1,140,280
Clothing 252,270
Transportation 777,000
Child Care 63,910
Healthcare 80,730
Entertainment 60,545
Other 117,730

Restrictions on stream bed gravel mining will result in a loss of income to the state of
Arkansas. If one were to assume that pone of the volume of gravel currently mined would be shifted

to an alternative site, the annual loss of income would be equal to $6.6 million. Alternatively, under



c the assumption that the entire volume continues to be mined, but at a lesser preferred location, the
lost income to the state would be equal to $540,405 annually.

The total economic loss of farm revenue, real estate, fisheries and recreation from stream
areas affected by mining is estimated to exceed $7.5 million, as itemized below. This figure, when
normalized by the total number of area affected, results in a loss of over $14,000 dollars per acre
mined.

All economic activities will have some environmental costs but the existence of such costs
does not necessarily imply that controls are needed or desired (Turner st al. 1993). However, when
the benefit-to-cost ratio of an activity is less than one, some type of regulatory control to reduce cost

is usually implemented (Turner et al. 1993, Peery 1995).

Estimated
. Loss
\_ Farm Revenue $779,041
Real Estate 841,146 Total acres Total
Fisheries 1,717,594 disturbed or loss
Recreation 4,240,523 lost (all streams) per acre
Total Loss $7,578,304 531 $14,272
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Environmental Impacts Summary
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In-stream Gravel Mining

David Settlemoir and Steve Filipek, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission,
No. 2 Natural Resources Drive, Little Rock, AR 72205

John Giese, Arkansas Department of Poliution Control and Ecology, 8001
National
Drive, Little Rock, AR 72209

Fisheries biologists and stream ecologists began noticing an increase in siltation and
habitat deterioration in several Arkansas mountain streams in the mid-late 1980°s. Short
term research by both agencies monitored turbidity increases over 10 fold below stream
gravel mines in the Ozark Mountains as well as reduced smalimouth bass (Micropterus
dolomieu) populations (-50%), Ozark bass (dmbloplites constellatus) populations (-
700%) and other sensitive stream fish. A longer term, more intensive research study
funded by the AGFC and conducted by the University of Arkansas Cooperative Fish &
Wildlife Research Unit verified the degradation in stream water quality, stream habitat,
and stream biota below gravel mines on several Ozark streams.

Personnel from the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission and the Arkansas Department
of Pollution Control and Ecology put together a video to bridge the gap between science
and the public. These agencies used the video to educate the public to the impacts caused
by stream gravel mining. This video was shown to the Arkansas Senate and House of
Representatives in support of a bill to prohibit gravel mining in the state’s Extraordinary
Resource Waterbodies and to permit operations on other streams as well. The bill (SB
418) was eventually passed by the 1995 Arkansas legislature after much conflict
resolution. It is one of the most important pieces of legislation concerning stream
protection that has been passed in Arkansas in many years.

Abstract of presentation at 1995 Southem Division Midyear Meeting in Nashville, TN, February
1995.



IMPACTS OF GRAVEL MINING ON STREAM FISH AND HABITAT

Steve Filipek
ARKANSAS GAME AND FISH COMMISSION
Statewide Fisheries Research Biologist
#2 Natural Resources Dr.
Little Rock, AR 72205
501-223-6371/fax 501-223-6461

In the 1980°s, AGFC received numerous calls and letters, from locals as well as
statewide, on the damage that instream gravel mining was doing to Arkansas™ streams. In
addition, stream survey work conducted by AGFC indicated problems from grave!
mining on many Ozark and Ouachita streams. Synoptic studies on the Kings River
demonstrated a 50 % decrease in smalimouth bass and an even more drastic decreasc in
Ozark bass below a large gravel mine and washing area. Additional work indicated the
loss of many sensitive fish species due to instream gravel mining. A five vear
fishery/water quality study on Crooked Creek showed a highly significant increase in silt
in the Creek between 1990 and 1994 (P< 0.0001). Embeddedness (amount of silt around
and covering gravel and cobble) has also increased during that time period (P<0.1).

In response to the above work, AGFC funded a 2 vear study by the Univ. of Ark. on
Kings River, Crooked Creek, and Illinois River. Results demonstrated that instream
gravel mining negatively impacted these streams by reducing the types of fish in the
stream and also by reducing the sportfish, replacing them with more silt-tolerant non-
game fish. Additional work by AGFC and DPCE backs up these results.

There are other practical alternatives to mining gravel in streams. In fact, nationally. only
about 20% of the gravel used in construction and for road work comes from streams. The
vast majority of it (80%) comes from quarries and open pits. Part of the problem with
instream gravel mines is the proliferation of them on Arkansas streams. Gravel mines
have been shown to affect from 1/2 to 2 miles of stream (above. at, and below) and on at
least one Ozark stream recently surveyed (Crooked Creek), there were 45 gravel mines
on 87 miles of stream. The Creek never gets a chance to recover.

Instream gravel mining also negatively affects upstream landowners because it has been
shown to cause bank erosion upstream from a gravel mine. The landowner above loses
pasture and streambank to the person below who is mining. The person below a mining
area gets increased levels of siltation and bedload movement.

\,/f).

Abstract of presentation for Governor’s Task Force on Gravel Mining, November 1996.
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GRAVEL MINING BACKGROUND AND BULLETS
26 March 1997

e Inthe 198(’s, AGFC received numerous calls and letters on the damage that instream
gravel mining was doing to Arkansas’ streams. In addition, stream survev work
conducted by AGFC indicated problems from gravel mining on many Ozark and
Ouachita streams.

¢ AGFC fisheries biologists conducted short-term studies on an Ozark stream (Kings
River) that demonstrated a 50% decline in smallmouth bass and a 600% decline in
rock bass below gravel mines due 1o a 15 fold increase in the amount of silt or
turbidity in the water below the mines.

® AGFC conducted an 5 year studv on Crooked Creek in general that showed a
‘ significant increase (P=.0001) in the amount of fines or mud and sand on the bottom
b of the Creek between 1990 and 1994. This small material causes smallmouth bass
and other sensitive game and bait fish to have poor survival due to the smothering of
eggs and fry.

e AGFC funded 2 year study of the situation by the Univ. of Ark. on Kings River,
Crooked Creek, and Illinois River. Results demonstrated that instream gravel mining
negatively impacted these streams by reducing the types of fish in the stream and also
by reducing the sportfish, replacing them with more sili-tolerant non-game fish.
Additional work by AGFC and DPCE backs up these results.

o Fish that live in these Ozark and Ouachita mountain streams are owned by the state of .
Arkansas, with the water being held as the “waters of the state”. The AGFC, under
Amendment 35 to the Arkansas Constitution, is mandated by the people of Arkansas
to conserve and wisely manage the fish and wildlife resources of the state and its
waters. By Constitutional mandate, the AGFC must work to protect and conserve the
fish and wildlife resources of the state against any activity that is detrimental to the
livelihood of the fish and wildlife of these waters.

e Fishing is a multi-million dollar (~ $300 mil.) business in Arkansas and especially 1n
North Arkansas. Over half of Arkansans over the age of 16 fish, making fishing a big
: part of the #2 industry in the state, tourism. AGFC studies done over an 8 year period

The mission of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission is to wisely manage all the fish and wildiite resources
of Arkansas while proviging maxirum enjoyment for the peopie.



show that people from all over Arkansas and from 18 other states plus the District of
Columbia come to Crooked Creek to fish its fabled waters.

There are other practical alternatives to mining gravel in streams. In fact, nationally,
only about 20% of the gravel used in construction and for road work comes from
streams. The vast majority of it (80%) comes from quarries and open pits, a viable
alternative to stream gravel mining.

Part of the problem with instream gravel mines 1s the proliferation of them on
Arkansas strcams. Gravel mines have been shown to affect from 1/2 to 2 miles + of
stream (above, at, and below) and on at least one Ozark stream recently surveved,
there were 45 gravel mining sites on 90 miles of stream. A stream then, never gets a
chance to recover.

Instream gravel mining also negatively affects upstream landowners because it has
been shown to cause bank erosion upstream from a gravel mine. The landowner
above loses pasture and streambank to the person below who is mining. In addition,
the landowner below the mining area may have increased flow rates on their banks
due to slope changes that can increase bank erosion. The below landowner also gets
excessive amounts of silt settling out on their creek bottom due to upstream
disturbance and gravel washing.

In summary, the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission is against the instream mining
of gravel except for such reasons as bridge maintenance or landowner use on their
own land. There are other alternatives to mining gravel from stream channels, many
other states have outlawed instream gravel mining due to its environmental cost and
the low quality of gravel obtained, landowners above and below gravel mines are
losing their pasture land and streambanks from this practice, and finally, our streams
cannot tolerate this abuse any longer from a stream morphology and aquatic biota
standpoint.
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The Politics of Gravel Mining: Now You See It, Now You Don’t

Steve Filipek
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
#2 Natural Resources Dr.
Little Rock, AR 72205
501-223-6371/fax 501-223-6461

Instream grave! mining has been one of the traditional sources of gravel in the uplands of
Arkansas, alonz with open pit mining and quarry mining. Increased demand for this
product for road, parking lot, and house construction during the 1980’s and 1990°s
prompted citizens and biologists alike to take a closer look at this use of the stream
resources of the Natural State. The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, after
conducting some synoptic work on several Ozark streams that were being gravel mined,
contracted the *Jniversity of Arkansas to conduct a studv on 3 Ozark streams with fairly
intensive gravel mines located on them. This 1990-92 work along with other synoptic
studies done by the Arkansas Dept. of Pollution Control and Ecology and AGFC were the
basis for a proposed bill offered to the Arkansas legislature by ADPCE in 1993. This bill
would prohibit commercial instream gravel mining on Extraordinary Resource
Waterbodies, a list of about 24 streams and lakes designated by ADPCE as unique
biological, physical, or recreational waterbodies. After a lengthy fight in the legislature,
the bill passed and Act 378 of 1993 was signed by the Governor. Under pressure from
gravel miners and politicians alike, ADPCE administration placed a moratorium on the
enforcement of the law for two years to “give miners time to find new sources of gravel”.

The 1ssue arose again in the 1995 legislative session as gravel miners and some
politicians spoke of repealing the 1993 legislation. Several agencies including the
AGFC, ADPCE, Arkansas Scenic Rivers Commission, and State Natural Heritage
Commission strategized on the best way to keep the legislation on the books and
developed a short video to take to the people of Arkansas, showing them the effects of
gravel mining of streams and the aquatic life in them. A second bill was introduced and
passed (Act 1345 of 1995) which prohibited gravel mining in ERW waters in September
1995. The ordeal and politics of getting this bill passed are reviewed as well as the
continuing efforts by some to water down and repeal any effective gravel mining
regulations.

Abstract of presentation at 1997 Southern Division Midyear Mceting in San Antonio at
regional gravel mining symposium.



